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The location, uses and changes of minority land
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Commercial actlvlty is already quite extensive ,on federal :
landholdlngs in the southeast. The gse of publlc lands to accommodate :
ths grazing needs of minority~owned beszf cattle enterprises is omre of . "
the most interesting possibilities for systematically utilizing - o
public land in a land-based minority dsvelopment strategy. Public "
lands could also contribute subst antially to other minority '
.enterprise development operations as w:ll, including a variety of
specialty crop profuction activities ai1d tlmber operatlons.
(huthor/JH} .

-

A
e

. N T t .
- '
'

. H

*******i******************#*%*******************ﬁ********i************#

*, Documents acquired by 'ERIC inclule many infoermal unpublished . * {
* paterials not available from othér, sources. ERIC makes every ef fort « ’ f

T ~.* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items.of marginal «
' * raproducibility are oftes encounterel and this affects the quality, « :
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproiuctions. ERIC. makes available ¥ i

* via the ERIC bDocument Reproduction Sarvice (EDRS}. EDRS is not -—#h\.

) * responsible for the quality of the o: 1glnal document. Reprsductions *.
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the origihal. s !
. ****#####t!*#**#*#*****#**##*t*t**#***#***t****#t#*#*###*******#**#**** '
N : . . ; '
- * : * — .




. Lester M. Salamon of the Insti-

ornmen:e . .
;JF
ol %
U N
Qm
"y
-

e

TR

A Toxt provided by enic [

UL DERARTMENT OF HEALTH
EDUC#HON & WELFARE
" HATiONAL INSTITUTE OF -
EDUCATION =

Fruy OOCth:m..:fms AEEN HEPQO

DUCED BEEC NXas RECEIVED FROM

THE FE RSON QP DRGBNZATION ORIGIN-

ATING T 921.&?&75,0; VIEW OR QRPINIONS

STATEL G0 NGt MECESLAZI Y REPRE- =
SENTOFri(th_ NhI.ONh! INSTrt TR OF

EOULLTION POSIION OR F’OUCY

o

- . .. ]
) : - “ N ) ) | { ;
T - jugé 30, 19':'£.» - .
- . ‘ - - o “’
' v Vo .j ) I
Y e O comge - " La ndand.
?&iﬁﬁ;en I'r;'C)g::T;fm%?S!NESS ENTE‘RPRISE“ -\ . M|nor'ty
R - Ente-r prise: .
1 — . . o
\1‘ < t !
. - ' The ‘. .
~_ ‘ L : .
. \ . Cl'ISIS
. 3 W :; oL N |
.1"‘." » A fand - . S
\ - ’ Lo e : |
i ) K - The | G‘ . };. .“: '
© o6 - B “ - ’ o 'f-
kicy l't;se'arch Study Prepared by Oppo rtun | ty ‘- : o




P T

[T S 4 o=

R
@
o -
D

[ . . - o ]
pa v e N e

"
3
y
¢
1
=
~
¥

s e .
. " One of the most pérsisterrt bar*
N . riers L0 minority economic develop-
‘. o " ment inthié’ United States has been

_ the lack of capilal uader. minority
conirol. The President’s Advisory
Council on Minority Business Enter-
prise tpok explicit note of this fact

- 3 o,

p . Jdn 1971 when it reported to the

y President that: “Economic develop-
ment ¢annot proceed without a
financial base.” ' To remedy this
situation, the Advisory Council pro-

- posed 2 new sfrategy for minority-

s businéss development activitigs, one

that focused on “expanded owner-

ship”* of equity resources. >

. Fortunately, this new emphasis
) shas finally attracted attention 107
minority equily resource; and a ”
group of minority entrepreneurs,
that have long been ignored in
federalminority development
efforts: minority-owned land.and
the minority farmers and siher busi-
' - nessmen that contiol it. 1n the South
' at least, blacks and other minorities
. . own millions of acres of land, mak-
. ing land probably the largest single
. = ., equity-resource in minority hands in
i the region. In the 14 statés of Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
. Missouri, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia,

. controlled almost 5.7 million acres
_of land in whole or in part as of
the most recent {1969} agricultural+

- census. At $200 an acre-—a conser-

. valive figure—thiS means an equity
base of more than $1 billion, even

N

! Prmldenl s Advisory Coundil on Minor-
ity Busines Enterprise, Minantv faterpine
= anid Expanded Chvoerdup Bluepring for
the 19°6s (Washingion- Goverament
Printing Office, 1971), p. 33.

* without lncfudmg (he rban ‘re

these 14 states dropped from =~ |

and-West Virginia, black farmowners
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estale'and the ad,dlhonal lawd h id
by minorities in other nonfarrq es

During the prast two and one-hhlf
decades however, this equily, thas
hfs ‘been dlsappearmg at an alarm
ing rate, thanks to the combined
forces of migratiow, technological
change and cutside speculation. Be
tween 1954 and 1969 alone, the
number of black farmewners in ~

75,000 to about 67,000 and the * !
mount of Hack-owned land fell
from 106.million acres t0 5.7
million, an average loss of 133,333,

" acres per year. During the fivé-year”

period 1964-1969 alone. 33,000
black farmowners lost theit land, -
praducing a drop in black-owned
acres of 1.2 millton. If 1his rate were
to continue, there would beno
black-owned land at all left in theje
states by the year 2000,

What makes this situation -
particularly troubling is the mounting ,',
evidence that blacks are frequently |
losing this land without fair com-

w

_pensation as a result of title disputes,

heir property sales, or unscrupufous
profiteering on the part offand
speculators who leam of changes in
local land values well beforg the
minority landowners. The frequent
pattern is for land to remain in
minority hands only so long as it is
econemically marginal, and then to
be acquired by whites when its value
begins to increase. In the process,”
a vital source of equity leveraging
power is systematically squandered
at the very time that national policy

*has made the expansion of such

power a major focus of concem.

Minarity-owned fand in the Amer.

‘ican South lh-us constitutes at once

a crisis and an opportunity. The
crisis reflects the rapid depletion of

. [ B
- e - . )
W Ce ; . .. . .
T . . - -

L " . ‘.




e e o . P ~ ‘. . *
S . M l\ ‘-\ N N L] . . - .
- “ o ,
b, B2V e, - S, . ey ¢
h ‘.“ - . oy L - ,‘:”. v . .
X . : - - ' . . .
. ﬁ\_ — o ’ -
* Y (\ b . E [
this crucial and umique, minority under way.ontwo further issues;y: . \‘ behalf of minority landowners in o
edutty tesourcd. The opporunily first, 37 examination of she mecha'- 7 "the South has been a constant” ’ “l
grows oatof the possibility of slow- *  nisms by"whtch Black land loss has sowrce of inspiration, and whose
. ing this frend and then utilizing . actually-occurred over the past two vast store of knowlegge on this. .
minorty-owned land as a foundation decades; and second,an malysns of  * subject has beep ?:%porlani e
for greater mingrity participation in the ways in which mmomy ldnd source of insight.Finally, ] want to, - .
. lhe dramatic economic development  owners can cope more successfully thank the researchers assaciated with
- acnvllles occurring in the Southern with majof public and pn,vale - the Duke-CMBE Land Project over
Jegion. ' : development projects that occur in the past two years for the inqluéble ’
. " The research repprted here was their locales. Bit, i was felt fmpot: .©  assistance they have provided in .
undertaken to lay the groundwaork tant to give the first three repofts - compdmg these reports. A complete !
for seizing this opportunity. Funded - somewhat wider circulation at orxce, . 15t of these individuals is provided .., ”j
» by the Office af Minority Business - in the hope of aﬂradmg more + . on the following page, and specific
" - Entemprise.of the U.S. Department serious attention tb both the crisis references to their contributions are
of Commerce, the research had and the opportunity Irepresenled by indicated where appropriate in the L
three bﬁmary missions: first, to . mmo"ty-owued‘ Iapd and thusto 'body of the report. Needless to say, -
describe and analyze ﬂ-.} extent; ~ “stimulate others tp join in'the effort however, despite the assistance ? have
- location, and utdlizatio® of minarity 10 désign and lmg‘.’blemenl a land- . received, thé overall design of this .
Yand resgurces in the southem states, based mmoﬂl 3ton0m|c develop- research and the views expressed -
drawing chiefly on stalistjéal data “ment stralegy 21 “this report makes and conclusions reached in this
. -available in the agrcultural censuses> . any progress in. th:s direction, it will teport are my responsibility alone, -4
compiled by the U.8. Cengus Bureau; *have achwved its purpose. for which t take full credit or blame,
second, to assess.the validity of the ' Readérs are Comeq"enllv iovited t0  _ _ as the case may be.
, “expanded Wnership’:’ approgch .as write 1o’ the Off lce Df Minority - Lester M Salamari ) .
it applies to land through a system- Businebs Enterprise, Us. bepart- . Durham;North Cérolina .
atic evaluation of the consequences ment.of Comme[ce Washington; S -
- of an inovative, Depression-erd D.C.to leash hovg lhey can be of . .
L . experiment alleﬂhqkeseulemenl 355'-‘»*30(‘?- - ' e
Program, which distributed almost - [ want fo Hh Hhis ODP.Oﬂ“ nity to _ ’ . o o
. 170,000 acres of decent agricultural - expless my apgreciation to the . ' PR O
.t ‘Tand to; some 2,000 mmo"zy farm Office of M;nqrny Business Enter- -t b
oo fm"es on iOpg-term low-interest prise, and espptlaliy to.its Director, ¢
k\ " loans;sand third, 10 begin examining ~ Alex Arméndaris, and ifs Chief « . ot
- specific policy options that might  Counsel, john Topping, and Bonita Cy . " : \
aid minority ""d"“"l‘:’s' especially Scott, Researdt Ass,lsla nt for the _ \ . e
s the possibility of giving.minority, - support and chfumagemem they s .
-+~ landowners greater access to the . valdedr-ahd“ cdntihue to - 4, Ly
., commercial dctivities that take place - provide—in th# ork. The public is & . oo 5
- ~on the vast public land ‘holdmgs n well qerved by the determination o e
the South. . and visioh Wese ffitials have shown ‘g Ry
. Clearly, these three 5ubiei:ts hardly ~ 10 energetically, exploing wholly ,  .° o~ ' RS
+~ .. exhaust the agenda of.issu€s that new approacl'{eﬁo the citical policy S " K ' ]
" must be addressed if progressisto . . " problem w“‘hm Hieir agency’s field N 5 R
4 it . o, D oof responsubnlnm Ih addition, thagks “ ) s
./ bemadein formulating a minority ate also die 16 Dr. Robert Browne . ) el \ e
= development strategy that takes of the Black Ecgnomic Research’ . ' . s e
N advantage. of the uniqu é’equity re- Cenler in*New Y}m{’ and ;og,eph ‘; T .
+~ ¢ source represented by niinority- HBraoks of the Emergency Land Fund T . Y
B _ awned land, In fact, work is already in Atlan‘la, w%sé ploneermg work on . s
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realisiic strategy for minority
onomic development sholdt build
resources alréady under minority
-pwiership, tn recognition of the
act that farm land in many Southem
states constitutes ong of the most
“important capital resources in mi-
nority *hands, the Offide of Minority -
Business Enterprise (OMBE) in June
1973 undertdok with Duke Univer-
sity an_examination of the possibili;
ties for minority economic develop-
ment of a land based strategy. Dr.
. Llester Salamon of Duke University's
nstitut® of Policy Sciences and

" ect with extraordinary dedication
*and ifmagination. Throughout this
project he has worked clostly with
“John Toppihg, OMBE Chief Counsel
and Bo nita. Scott, Researdl Assistant.

The results of this research include
a detailed study of black land los3
;in Southern states, an examination
of the long-term effeets of land
ownérship on rural black families,
and an analysis of the potential uses
of publicly awned land for minonty
economic development,

While the focus of the OMBE-
Duke lmd study is on black-owned
land in’ Southern states, most of the-
po!'lcy implications would also apply
to other regions antf to members of
other minority groups, It is OMBE's
hope that this study-will pravide
valuable input to anyone intere sted
in rural economic development,

Alex Armendaris
Pirector
* Office of Minority Busmess,Enlerpnse

Puplic Affairs has directed this proj- -
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BIack-Owned -
Land Lo

PART ONE

Profie ofa - - ©
Dlsappeanng o
n_q |ty Base \

Introduction : -
The first step loward formulating a land-based minor-
ity development stralegy is to determine the exact scope
and character of 1he land resources under minority con-
trol. Fortunately, the U.S. Census of Agriculture, which
has been compiled every five years since 1920, and every
ten years prior to that, provides a vast store”of statistical
data that can be used for this purpose. This chapter of-
fers a detailed analysis of these data, focusing particu-
larly on the extent of minority land, its location, the
*irends that have affected it, and the uses now bejng o
made of it.

. Sincg, the Agricultural censuses provide the basic
- source ofrthe data analyzed heré, it is important 1o alert
readers at 1he outsel to certain peculiarities in the census

5 * . data that impose Ii'ir!ils on our analysis.
o . 1. The agricutisral census records only fand in {3rms
+ _ While this includes tonsiderable lamd not actually

*~under ‘cultivation as well as land in part-time and

™ . -

- L]
3. Census materials differentiate between full owners
and parl-owners, the latier being individuals who
own a portion of the land in their farms and rent
the remainder. However, no state-by-state “break-
down is availabie of the exact proporlnon of the .
fand in the farms of part-ownets that is owned by
“thent, as opposed to rented. Although we have
sometimes added the land shown for these two
groups together, thercfore, it should be bore in
mind that some of the acreage shown for ‘the .
patt owners is not owned by them. This over- P
counting may compensale, however, for the un-..
der-counling discussed above,

4. ,In 1969, the latest year for which data are a\'rail-
able, the Census Bureau changed its collecllorr
melhods in ways thal reduce the amount of infor-. .-
mation available about minority land. In particular,
two different data collection forms were utilized: a
12-page form for all farms with annual sales in ex-
cess of $2,500 (so-called Class |-V farms), and a
shorter 4.page form for all other farms. Since only ’

part-retirement farms, it excludes non-farm real cs- about one-fourth ,of black landowners operated -
. e L O e P P LR et P vy R L 4w G e gt v Lt PEL TR R P e ey
- tate. - . - TS Y Faris T TY8Y Rowever, This moans that -

As wllh any official ceﬁsus, enumeralors mE\rllably
I'mss many petential-respondents. The smaller the
5 unit, moreover, the more likely the omission? Since
. blacks operate generally small farms, therefore,
« they are more Iakely to be undes-counied " than
Yo whites.. . .

- This ul‘lder-countmg problem was mtensnflcd fure~
thermoré at the- time of the most recent (1969)
census by the use of mail questionnaires instead of
home|visits by enumerators. As the Census Bureau ™
itself lconceded: “The 1969 coverage of pasgglime,
*part-retirement, and other fow-income op®rations

. ™is probably less complefe than for 1964 and earlier -~

“ censisses. These types of operations are most likely

lo have been missing in the administrative records
used in assembling the basic mailing list.”

o

While .it is impossible to say with any certainty

how much black-owned land has been missed a5 a

consequence of these counting problems. the evi

. dence available from a few spot checks in Missis-

- sippi and North Carolina suggest that this figure

) may be at high as 30 percent, i.e. that there is 30

-t . percent more land in minority hands than appears
. in the Censu's, 7 N

L3 .

ERICT 5. @

e

fer - . )

we are missing considerable delail on a large num-
ber of minority landowners and can investigale de-
tailed operating characteristics of only a porlron of
the minority farm enterprises.

f

T
»

5. There is some confusion in the Census reports in
the designation of race. The 1969 and 1984 cen-
suses reporled separate Yotals for “Negro” and
«Other Nonwhite” landowners, at feast at the state
fevel. In ghe 1964 reports, howevej, “Negro and
Other N¢nwhite” landowners are grouped logether .
for reporting purposes. Afthough “Negro’ .land-

owners accounl for 85 percent of the minority land

in the South, these reporting differences #ffect the
discussiop bf 1964-1969 trends.

Despite theirs difficulties and _petuliarities, however, -
the agricultural censuses stifl provide the most complete
data on mindrity landownership available. anywhere,
While bearing their limitations in mind, therefore, it is

4

“still useful 10 explore what they ¢an tell us about this

imp’ortanl minorily eguily resource, . -
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’ 2 Sumniary of Findings . . 5 Because of therr small holdings, black ‘commercial
1. Approximately 67 thousand bla.ck landowners con- farmers earn smaller profits per farm and invest o
) ¥ u ; o * less machinery per farm than all iarmowners.
* trolled, close to & milbon acres of land worth about > Whe "X: " - d of
. . . - My a5 r
$1 billion m 14 Southem states as ‘of 1969 Over < O : -ﬂb f‘"‘":;'—' ed on !;l pzllac(rjc l""“e“o o e?fbr:fr; ',
half of ‘this land is concentrated in the four states . };“; asis, Nowever, blac h?p o‘tne"‘ i tl;‘p 4
- 1 -
of ‘Alabamia, Mississippr, North Carolina and Seuth alk farm owners in terms 0T grass profits and
. Larolina ) . vestments i machinery and equipment. What this
: 2. Thisvolume of black-owned land. while s;bsia * indrcates 1z that the real problem for black land-
. v - . whi n- 3
) . - owners may no! be under-capitalization of thew
. ";L is stil only ‘;‘ fraction OL what black[: owned land, but over-capttahzation for the given level of
1 —2|0 Ygarstagtf. unlce 1?5;53;;1(5 have _:e" los- returns. At the same time. these tigures suggest
:n% Ianth at the r?:? ‘; e a;resdp r yezr. «  some real potenual for using black-owned land 1o ~
“;};62196;5 rate do tc;f Sol\lvi} a fl‘t u”"gh[ € leverage capial for 3 munonty development strat-
penod, it has stil been fast enough to egy. * . r
raise the question of whether any black-owned . Tgy| K J . I h I
L} -
land will exist i the South by the year.2000-1f 7 oo advantage of this poteniial ?varr-('j' v )
nothing is-done 1o reverse exishng trends. e necesslgy to stem the ude of, black land loss
3 i black land quickly, and explore alternative productive uses for
- RS ;:e pp':S:E’T: "e"’“ tng in TI: SU;:S{;C’;: fga:-.e the capital generated against ibe secunty of bfack- .
en parhicularly severe on small. 1sten rm- owned-land
. ers. As a consequence, the deciine in the number
of black landowners has been accompanied by a
steady nse v the average acreage of biack-nwned
farms and i the proportion of black farm o 5 \ e, togest
operating commercial farms. ’ .
4. Despite these elements of “positive” change, black ~ ° »
g landowners i the South stll operate extremgly vt . A
N small farms. As 9 result, the majonly of black land- .
ewners are not commeraal farmers, but rather op-
- . LY LY
: erate subsistence farms'0¢ rely on thew farms only T
N to supplement their off-farm income. What 15
. - tore, there 15 ittle evidence of replentshment of e e et eam s oot ot eson Dot 6t teand
v the black land-owning population by younger indi- .
viduals. Hence, there 1s strong reason to expect
. . - 1
* conunyed land loss among blacks. . g
3 . N . ' ¢
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" Black-Owned Land:
> Profile of -a Disappearing Equity Base . .

- - ¥

!

I The Extent and Bistribufion of Black
Landownership :

, At the tmesof the 1969 Agriculural Census. black
farm Iandowners-—mcludmg both tull pwaers and part
] owneri—numbered 66 815 wut of a tutal population ot
farm landowners of 1.059,914. in the 14 states of the

South  These black 1arm Jandownpers tarmed over tive
agd one-hall mitfion acres ot land  out ot 282 mihon
acion farmed by all tarm landowners (See Table 1

Much ot this black-controlled Jand s concentrated 'm a
seliine handiul of wates A of 1969 10r esample, Mis
stsappl alone accounted for almost ole quarter of the
black:farm landowners in 1he reion  Four states—Ala-
bamd. Musisippr. North Carolina, and Seuth Carolina—
account #r almost 60 pareent of all L tarm landown.
ers and 32 percent ot all black- Lu@lmlied land (See
Table 2 apd Maps 1-3) el

-
.

v .
L . . v
1 ’ - ¢
* _ Table 1 . .
o, Extent of Black ﬁndown&rship‘in 14 Southern States, 1969 - . i}
= o - R '
Yotal - ' BI;ck Fuli Owners Btack Part Om;me(s -
Nonwhite = " As % of all * Yotal As % of aif Total = As % of all ’
- o, LandOwners Landowners Humber tull owners Nunber . Pasl owners
—_— - . 3 . P - -
Number » T 66,815 6.39% 51,757 6.329, . 15,058 6.23%
Acres  ? ;- 5,640,962° 2.09% 3,179,317 * 2.56% 1,869,645 1.38%,
‘. ~ + .
Acres per farm 345 31.79% , 730 06% - . 1202 22,28, ]

/ : ,
. Total Black .
Landowners . Black Full Owners ‘ Black Past Owners
LS " a
Number . - 9% . Numbes % Acres % « Number % Actes ‘ %
e e e LT - y .

Alabam$ 7.226 10 a‘\ 5,486 106 440,791 17 L7140 116 196078 10§

« Arkapsas 3,013 45 N 2153 %2 139.029 37 860 ., 57 - 147186 79

Florida ~ 1243 ¢ 19 953 18 78,043 21 2% 19 55334 3D

Geogia " 4450 6 3477 67 © 403463 107 973 .65 175010 94

. Kemtucky ¢ ",  ‘F585 28" 1341 28 82.105 22 - 284 16, 24,176 13

Loursiana . A8t 58 3034 59° 170838 45 856 _ 56 102942 55

. Mississippi 14521+ 7 12222 ‘236 949,310 51 7 2305 153 313.082 16.7

Missour: %8 * 05 w2 0" 05 32.987 0e 7 05 14.212 08

_North Carolina 9.687 145 7.007 137 373,929 98 . Y 2580 T ir2-  1saen 9.8
South Caroling 154 TH2 5,595 108 310371, 827 ' 1919 127 169.674 91 .

Tennessee - 380 . S8 2998 58 182624 48 892 59 102.611 55

Texas “ 4,747 71 3.720 72 357538y 95 1.027 68 222.120 ne

Virginia 4,646 - 70 3.356 65 255,054 67 - 129 26 155.620 " 83

West ViR | 45 0l 33 ¢l 123 01 ! 12 01 6.708 03

aeA— o - 4 e - ' ] - - “ . N
Totat 66315 1000 51,757 1000 3.779315° 1000 . 15058 1000 1869645  100.0
L h [ ) ‘
El{\l‘ic . 1 1 - ™ ‘ »

:

-

.

Table 2,
Disteibution of Black Farm Landowners and Acres of’
Black-Owned Farm Land Among 14 Southern States, 1969

- .
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. Black-owned land 15 not only concentrated among a

_handful of states, but also 15 concentrated within them.

" ¥ As shown on the map facing page one above, enly 492

of the more thap 1,000 counties in the South contain &%

.much as 2,000 acres-of black-owned land. And of these
i ‘oogmtes, 92 contain in excess of 20,000 acres each.

Alhough blacks eonstitute only slightly over Gbercem

fore, they comprise 3 much more substantial proportion
of all.fandowners in these several states. In’ Mississippi
.- vand South Carolina, for examplé, over 20 percent of all
_farm Jandowners are black. Ia Aiabama, Loms:ana and
North Caroima. ‘about 10 percent are, black. In none of
e thase states, however, is the acreage held by blacks pro-
portiona {0 the number of black Jandowner$, This pat-

“-owned- farms. in the South: thewr relatively small size.
"Only .in Missouri, where there are few black-owhed
* farms, does'the average size of the farms of black full
oat- o -owners. réach even 60 percent of the average size-of the
S, Aarms.of lall full owners. Elsewhere, black fully-owned

]
"

%0 and pari<owned farms -are typically-only about half as
',w‘,'\*_ k as alt full- ar par't-owned farms. As a consequence,
I every state’ black~landowners account for a signshi-
_'2 .., cantly 3maller share of the fand owned by all landowners

and .Flgure 1 dely reveal.

»!
-

Y Map 3 "\ v
- Dlstnhulnon ol l.and in Farms of Black Part Owners In 14 Southern States, 1969

< of- afl farm landowners in the South as a whole, therg: -

*.tesn poings to_one of the, central charactefistics of black- ~

25 5 than they do of the number of Iand0wners as Table 3

KEY g

£ 0-49 000 Acres

500,000-149.000 Acres
) I%U,O(l'l-m,l?i)h Acres

Table 3 .
Black Full-Owners as Percent of All Full Owaers,

- and as Percent of tand in Farms of All Full Owners, |

. . 14 Southem States, 1969 ~
' = Average Sue of Totai Acresgs ms
.+ Black Futt Qwner Ferms of Blaek
.. Farms as % of Full Cenery es
Black Full Owners  Average Sire of 9% of Toxat -
et 85 % of all. . If Ownee Acreage in Farms -
Fail—oyg?:n © Farmg _ ohAll Full Owners ]
Alabama 108% .. 53.6% 58%
Arkansa} 54 . 368 . 20 .
Florida 34 . 299 10
Georgia 72" 591 . 43
Kentucky 14 ;528 07
Loursiana 123 S 368 45 .
Mussissippi 233 - F 492 115
Missouri 03 , ;i 644 N 02
Horth Carolina 4, L7 565 53
Sauth Catotina 22 380 85 <
Tennessee 3.2 578 19
Texas =3 26.2 08 .
Virginia 73, : 54.9 © 40
West Virginia 02- 594 01 ,
Total 5.3%, . 413% 2.6% ;

x




«

t

All Full Gwness

“ ALA © ARK FLAs GCA - KY

[

hY

Black farm landowners  thus -constntute a sigmfica’nt
segment of the farm-owning population of numerouys
Southern states, but theirr share of.the land 13 signifi-
-cantly below what their numbers would suggest. Even so.
" their holdings constitute a s:zeab‘eypool' of accumplated
Sawngs a-d hence a SIgnlflcanl minonty equity resource,
_Indeed, as Table 4 shows, just the black-owned farms

(A MISS MO NC’

that fall in the Class "-5 category (the .only ones for

-

Table 4
Average Value of Land and duildings of Black Full Owners

of Class 3=5 Farmys in 13 Southern 51ates, 1969

8
i herer Averagy Valua Total
. Farms Par Azca s Valu
mbama 119876  $1639 . 5 13698664
Arkansas 55,521 2958 16423 111
* Pleride 35471 270.1 9.580.717
Georgia _ . h9,440 200.3 39,947,832
Kentucky 45,942 27177 12.758.093
Eouisiana 56,116 2778 15,589.024
Mississippl 272017 2124 57,776,410
Missouri M NA . MA
. Noeth>Caroling 194,935 289.7 56.472,669.
"South Cavoling 91.574 2723 . 24,935,800
Temnessee 68,798 270.5 18,609,859
Texss 125,865 2481 31,227.106
- - Virginia u2.716 2178 24,549.548
West Virginia m 087 238.008
1.299.,s2 $2523 $327,769,000

Yok

T

e

14

- -
DL . .- ( " .., ] . ¢
: 6 - ‘ Figure 1 <
F* - - Black Full Owners as Percent of all Full Owners and agPercent of all Land Owned by all
¢ " v . Full Owners in 14 Southern States, 1969 .
’ - . - -
. Kt.:y . . ’ R
. Number of Black-Full Owners as i
* Percent of All Full prers : s
- 25 F r V . 21 4% ’ \3
h _ Land w0 Farms of Black Full Owners
N 3 20 - as Percent of Land in Farms ot .

TEX VA WVA

SC TENN

which data are avarable) had a value of almost $328

million as of 1969, and these represented 0nly 17 per-
cent of alf blacksowned farms.

. . L

I1. Trends in Black Landownership, 1954-1969 .
1. Decline in the Number of Black Landowners

Ome of the most distressing fealures of this resource,
however, has been the speed at which it has been disap-
peanng. .Between 1954 and 1969, as we have already
noted. the number of. black full owners dropped from
125,831 to 51,757—a decline of 589 percent—while
the number of black part owners declined from 49,555
10 15,058—a dechne of 69.6 percent. .

These trends have been pronounced n v;rtually every‘
Southern <tate, moreover, as Table 5 and Map 4 clearly
demonstrate., In only three states was the decline in the
n’umber, of black fa?l landowners {full owners and’ part
owners. combined) less than 50 percenl between 1954 .
and 1969, In six of the states, 70 percent or more of the
hlack landdwners lost therr land durmg this 15 year pe-
riod. -

Nor do ithese 1rends gve any s:gn of abanng‘ Duf'{ng
the most recent five year period for which data are avail-
able—1964 w 1969-—the number of black full owners
dechged 24.1-percent, and the number of black part
owners plummeled 50.3 percent Paradoxically, this was =
the  very penod When a whale series of active new goy-
emmental éfforis to assist the poor were inadgurated. ™
Whatever their general effects. these measures seem to
have provided httle relief to the criucally important pool
of Southern black farmowners whose accumulated sav-
ings n the form of land have long constituted the only
sazeable equm{ resource avanlabie o blacks in the South. .




Table 5

Degline in the Nunfber of Black Landowners and in the Acres

in Farms of Black Landowners, 14 Scuthern States, -

1954-1969

‘Arcos in Farms of Blnck

ftumber of Bisck Landowners

- .

Landewners

KEY

@.9‘359§_.dechne

BB 35-49'9% dechne
B 5069 9% decline +
- 70 0% + dechne

. -
0

)1954 1969 % chgr‘l.u 1954 "1969 % (?llnge
Alabama - 18408 7226 -607% 1262583 536,850 -49.6% -
Arkansas ,m 3013 -895 - 659081 286215 ~56.6
Fotida 536 1,243 ~72.6 242530 133,377 ~45.0
Georga 12049 4450 -63]1 1126378 578473 —486
Kentugky 2432 1985 -348 129538 ° 106,281 =180
tovigiana 12,783 - 3,884 -696 578661 273,780 ~-579
Mississippi  + © 27746 14527 —476 1971580 1262352 —360
Missouri 934 358 -61.7 69312 47,199 -325
Horth Carolina 22625 9,587 —-57.2 - 1085750 558,861 ~-#8.5
South Carolina 21670 7514 -853 . 999,050 480,045 -5L9
Tennesses T1215 3890 —461 41959 285235 -320
Texas ~18877 4747 -749 1184183 579,652 —510
Vurginia- . 15957 4646 -709 - 877000 410674 -532
- West Virginia 260 45 —_ag.z‘ 13470 9941 -262
~ Tetal 175386 66,815 -61.9% }o,sw.m 5,648,950 - 46.9%
~~ ¢ ‘ ?

Va R -

{ o 4

. ) Map 4 . ‘ .
Decline in the Number of Black Farm Landowners in the South, 1954-1969
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Numbet of Black Landowneis (000's)

¥
"To be sure, white landowners also declined during the -
15 year period under scrutify here. Yet, black losses
vggre disproportionately large: fifteen percent of all full
owners who feft farming during this penod and 32 per-

.cent{ of alt part owneis who feft were blacks, evén

thol.ggh blacks compnsed. only 9.6 petcent- of all full
owners and 14 percent of alt part owners when the pe-
riod began. Whatever the causes of the decline in the
number of farm fandowners in the®South during the
1954-1969 period. in other words, the effects of these
factors were Proportphately greatgr on blacks than on
whites, - .

2. Increase jn the Average Acreage of .
Black-Owned Farms “ -

Not all black farmowners shared equally-in this de-
cline, however In lhe first place, the drop was most se-
vere among the smallest black fandowners. This 1 appat-
ent in Table 5 and Figure 2, which show that the
autmber of black farmownerg dechined more sharply than
did the number of acres in-farms of black landowners
between 1954 and 1969 (61.9 percent vs. 46.8 percent).
In the recent 1964~1969 perod, this dispanty Wwas even

_more pronounced, as the number of black tandowners

declined 32.2 percent white the acreage in*black-owned
farms deciined .a more limited 16.9 percent, or propor-
tionately half as much. As a result of these trends, there
hgs been a steady ‘nse in the average size of blacks” ’
owned farms. Indeed, as Figure 3 reveals, between 1954
and 1969 the average acreage of farms of black full
,owners increased 30,1 percent, while that of black part
mvners increased 72,7 percent.
T~
. Figurpz
* Decline in Number of Black
178 Farmiowners and in Amount of e L
Black-Owned tand, 14 \
- Southern States, 1969 .
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The increase in average farm acreage of black land-
owners has not been uniform throughout the South,
however, as Table 6.and Maps 5 and 6 demonstrate. For
example, the nise in the average acreage of farms of
black full owners varied from 13 1 percent in Arkansas to
124.6 percent im West Virginia, while that fot-black part
owners vaned from 36.6 percent in Nonh Cdrolina 1o a
high of 55.3 percent in West Virginia In general, the
states with the largest concentrations of black farmawn-
ers (chiefly Mississippr, South Carolinas and Notth Caro-
fina} registered the smallest proportional increases in the
aferage acreage of black |a~nd0wnérs-und0uhted|y be-
cause most of the nimernus black land0wners in these
states control small hoidings.

Despite the mise in average acreage per farm recbrded
dunng the 1954-199 period, < however, the typical
black-owned farm sull constitudes an extremely small-
scale oferation. {n fact, as Table 7 shows, the average
fufly-owned bl farm as of 1969, though 30 percent
larger than its counterpart 15 years eacher, was sull only
40 percent as large as' the average size of all full owper
farms, Black part owhers were slightly better off with,
farms averaging 124.2 acres {(compared to 730 acres for
black full owners), but the farms of aH-parl owners were
almost five times as large. (See Table 7).

This pattern holds true throughout the Sohlh more-
over, although more so in some -states than olhers, as

-~ Table 7 and Figuré. g reveal. Black full bwners in North

~Carolina, for example, control parcels averaging 52 acres
while those in Georgia and Missour: have parcels more
than twice as large. Nevertheless, only in*Missouri does
the -average ‘size of black full owner farms come even
» within 65 percent of the average size ol all full owner
farms, and only in Tennessee does the average size of
black part owner farms reach even 50 percent of the av-

w oo
+




erage size of ali part owner tarms. In short, the dispro-
» > portionate loss _of the smailest biack-owned farms has
left behind a group of farms that are substantialiy larger
on average than the ones that existed fifteen years ear-
. lier, however, they are* probably not sufficiently larger 10

give us any confidence that we have reached some sort
of plateau beyond which further decithes 1n the aumber
of black farmowners will slow down—uniess the remain-
g small owners have side occupahons that provide
income in addiion to that earned on the farm,

»

PAFuiToxt Provided by ERIC

M:'so 0-59 9% incrvasy
- 60 3% and ovbeinCrease

. ; Table 6 - <
4 » Average Acreage Per Farm of Bfack Owners and Part Owners, ’ . .
- ’ . 14 Southem States, 1954-196%
R el o : » oo
f‘/ ¢ Foll Ovners ' Patt Ownerse
. 1969 964 1955 1984, % changs 1969 1966 3953 1954 % chente "
(acres) '(acm! (acres)  Cacres) 1954=1969  lacres}  (acres) {acres) (acréy) I9§4—1959‘ f b 4
‘ Alabama 80. 3 69.7 695‘ §40 “4.28 S96 1127 796 785 780 4 #45% . -
. Arkangas 646 568 S96 ST+ Il 1711 1205 988 966 4 771
Florida 819 540 561 481 4+ 702 1908 991 876 734, +1599.
) o, Georgla 1160 909 564 869 + 35 1799 133.8 1315 1159 + 552 .
. . Kent‘ll'c!t)‘ R 612532 482 488 4+ 254 . 901 673 660 655 + 513 -
) Lowsiana , 563 446 418 398 + 415 1211 716 665 655+ 49 .
Mssissippi ~776 704 713 634 4 135 1358 891 ‘945 794 + 7I0 . .
O . Missouri 'mb‘ ‘75 L m 16 399 1870 2131 1538 1209  + 547 e
AR . North Garokna 717 613 604 - 525 + 366 )
o South Carolna BIS 569 527 485 + 822, :
Tennessee. \ 1150 759 779 652 4 764
Texas X 2163 1277 995 885 41444 ,
. » . Virgmia 51‘1 1206 84,7 788 735 & 641
West Vigginia 2 5590 1519 , 180. 8%7 +5513
Yolal 53.0 62.1 Gl._? *561 + 30.1% - 1242 B0 794 719 + J2.7%,
L3 . E ol . h‘ . . . J . .
. . hd . . 3 s
: c Map$ ~ v
. £ %s Changein the Average Acreage of Farms of Black Full Owners in the Soulh,~1954-‘1969 .
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Table?

Average Acreage Per Farm of Black Farm Landowners
and Alf Farm Landowners in 14 Southern States,

All Farms, 1969

Average Acreage of Farms ofﬂlack Part Owne;‘jjn the South, 1954-1969

[

eRic:

A

Fult,_gwoers Part Owners Lo
R — — A —— e S = ke —— —rt— -l d‘
Non white Al Full . Non-whites AlF Full NW &5 %
* Owners KW as % Owners  of Total
facres)  (scres)  of Total {a¢s0s) (acres)
- Mabama 803 1498 5359 HZ6 3536 318%
Arkansas . 645 1761 366 1711 4753 359
Florida 818 2727 299 © 1908 9878 193
Georgia 1160, 1960 591 1798 4133 435
Kentucky 6.2 1159 , 528 990 * 2055 481
Loussiana 563 1526 368 C121d Al 294
Mississippi 776 4577 M2 1358 4718 287
Missdurt * 1169 1815 644 18570 4223 a2
North Catolina 526 930" . 565 76 17077 419
. South Carolina 554 1456 380 884 3063 288
" Tennassee §09 1052 578 . NS0 2227 516 .
) Texas %61 3657 %2 2162 12629 12
Pl .+ Varginia . 759 1382 548 1206 - 279.0 432+
by T - West Virgimg 973 1647 594 NA. 3358 NA -
o : Total 730 1798 406% 1242 5599 2229
P - 5 :
4 - - - ‘

I- - k. ,.—, .
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s ° 3. Increase in the Proportion ofBJack-Owned- TR Table B N '
Sl Commemial Fan'ns ' - Changes in the Number of Black-Owned Farms
=" | in Different Economic Classes, Southwide, 1959-1969 .
L e Not only has the recent declme of black farmowners. i . . .
5%+ hit the smallest owners most. severely; but also 1t has af- — 7 ] % Change *
¢ fected the subsistence farmgrs more éxlensweJY than thé* " .S 1969 1959 1955-1969
”confmégtnag ones. Historically, cons:derabl? less than = . i — o
half of all .black farm landqwners Fave operated “com-="  l\ gy 66815 123682 " -26.0%
mercial farms”—defined by the Census Bureau as farms . . 5 -
~ that. sell .over $2,500- worth of produce yearly or sed+  ~Cammercial Farms ‘ . » s, .
$50-$2,500 y&d!ly if the gvner is under 65 and does not . Number 3.743 S 51,752 -38.7 *
work off the farm 100 days or mare in the Census year. As 9 of Tatal 47 5% 41.8% +13.6
Dunng the recent years of crsis for black landowners, Class L5 Farms . P .
however, the blacks who owned “commercial farms” Numker 17,191 21,785 . -1 .
: managed to weather the storm” somewhat better than As % M Total - 25.7% 17 6% +46.0%
_black {andowners generally. Between 1959 and 1969, for - ‘ . ,
example, the number of black-owned farms of all types R i
- * dropped f'rom 123,682 to 66‘,815. a decline of 460 per- - Paradoxically, therefore, the widespread displacement of .
s cent. Buring the same period. the number of black- black farm \landowners may have left a more, sold—if
owned" ‘commercial farms dectined from 31.732 to considerably smaller—base of black landowners behind
; 31,743, a decline of 38.7 percent. (See Table 8) As a re- As in the cise of the other dimensions of black land-
. sult, the proportion of black-owned commerdial farms ownership deycnbed already, thys overall pattern of ‘
" increased from 41.8 percent.to 47.5 percent of all black- increased propprhions of commercizl farmers disguises
' .owned farms between 1959 and 1969—an increase of considerbale vapiations from state to state. as Table 9
T 13.6 percent. . -and Map 7 revepl. In two states_{Tennessee and Jexas),
When we focus on the more, substantial Class 1-5 for_example, the propdrtion of black-owned farms
farms, those with sales in excess of $2,500. this pattern is that are commierfsal farms “declined Setween 1959 and
even more striking, Whnle alt black-owned farms declined 1969. while in Mississippi ‘the proportion remained vir-
by 46.0 percent between 1959°and 1969, the number of twally unchanged.|By contrast, thys proportion rose 440
black-owned Class 1-5 farm$ declined by a conmderabfy percent in Georgip, 437 percent m.Vyrgima, and 254.3 .
’ smaller 21.1 percent. As a result, these more commercial- percent in West Virginta. As a consequence, the states
ized ‘operations accounted for almost 26 percent of all ended the perod sth sigmficantly disparate proporstions
. black-owned farms by 1969, compared to 17.6 percent of black-owned farms that are “corgmencal.” ranging
. ten years earlier—an increase of 46 percent (See Table 8 ' from a Iow of 34.1 percent of all black-owned farms in _
. : !
I : IR .
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’ ¥ Changes in the Nl.ﬁ'nber of thk-Owned.Farms in Difierent Eccn'lormc Chsses, ro.,
- N, > ‘N v by State, 1959—1959 .
. . R . . 3 ‘
- 1 -5
1969 . . i 19 .
\ - b3 - - ] - L
- . Al Commrel, Tommrel Clyss  Cless -5 Al Gommrct Commrct, « Class “Class 1+5  Change n
Farms  Ferms  a3"% of 1-5 o5 % of Farms Fams  ax % of T-5  as 9,0t % of S
- . {Ciess  Totsh Farms  Total {Class  Total ¢ - Fyms Jotal Commercl, ®
-8} . » 1-6 v, Farms
- ~ 4 ;" ' - L . 1959:1959
T Alabama 7225 2984 413% 1098 15.2% 13200 4816 -365% 1020 77%° + 13.2%
"~ Arkansas 3013 1,598 530 1008 33 5 6565 3,010, 45.2 1,680~ 252 4+ 113
* Florids 1,243 622 500 | 362 °29 | S 2986' Lol 339 3% 133 + 475 .
v Gedrgia 4 450 . 2,359 530 1,5}'Q 354 ﬁ b4 3531 44 9 1,609 199 +'18.0 v
N e 4 " Kentuchy R 1535 ??1 486 . 500 315 . 2,155 970 “45.0 490 227 + 80 "
) L “ touisiana ! 3.884 438 851 219 - 8656 2,936 |33].9 851 98 + 44.0 "
Mississippi 14.52'{' ‘5,252 430 L2400 165° R -22&35 9,503 420 2,963 132 T .
. TT¢ Missouri 358 202 564 J56 436 647 291 459 1767 212 + 229
.7 North Carolina = 9,687 5,903 609 4,153 2.9 17,340 9,144 52.7 5129 296 + 156 -,
South Carolina 7,514 "3,306 440 1648 219 J14218 5805 408 2080 146 o+ 7B
TR Tennessee 3,890, 1,700 442 914 235 531 2511 468  LI1II 207 - 56
* Texay 4747'. 1 620 341 . ' 801 169 1i 856 4473 37.7 264t 223 ~ 95 ! k
\':lﬂlma : 4646 .2 488 536 - 1715 '36..3 9.695 3%19 373 1619 187 gt 437 '
. West \“lmma 3 .’ 22_ 489 10 222 145 20 133 - 0 +2543 I
Yelai 56815 3% ?}Cs% 1791 87 7 123687 51,782 ALe% 21985 ITEW. A%
[ [ -‘ — r) - . - — - ) . -
[ . ¥ .~ ' N t
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. e . Changesin II’PI'Oportion of Black Owned Commercial Farms to
i - all Black-Owned Farmis in 14 Southern States, 19591969 v
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Texgs tq 3 high of 60.9 percent in North Carolma (See has l dechined more rapidly " than the commercial 1 3
TabjéQ an Mapai Interestingly, many’ black landownefs segme%stﬂgbes;mg that the femaiging cadre of Black A
. ln the richest ggru:ultmal state pf “the South—fike M- landownérs may consfitute a firmer foundation for devel-
] * sissippi,’ Texass and ‘South 'Camhna—remam ou!s:de\lhe opment activities than might have been the case earlier. (S
1, commercial' system, appa«enﬂy operating marginal farms’ ‘Whether this 1s.50, howewer, "depgnds in part on what *
* in the poorer soil regions of these siates. Yet. the,nom- 1 s we discover about the character of the enterprises being
’ comﬂjeraai sagment of the black Igndhgldmg population ;Onducted on the black- owned commercial farms, ,
P . R - ) e : ‘
- ‘. 3 : " ' . ' 1. ‘:_ ® .
] .... ~ ' ‘ I\. ” Maps : . - ' L] ‘ s
' . \ Pro{omon of slack.Owned Comqrcaarrarms te abl Black Owned Farms > : l
+ o v I in13 Souﬂ!ern States, 1969 . . \ -
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;;'.;:*,_;'f' 4. Decllmng Proportion ol(l’art Owners o most recent five year period, 1964~1969. As indicated in
Y YullQwners - . Table 10, the proportion of black part owners increaséd
b o ) * slowly but_steadnly between 1954 and 1964, from 28.3
re A third group of black fafmownfjrs "that has been hit percent to 30.7 percent of all black landowners, *but *
‘“3 disproportionately hard deMng the fecent drop in black . then declined sharply to 22.5 percent between 1964 and
Iandowners have been the part owners. Part owners, |twsll' 1969, What seems 1o have happened 15 that black part
< - beremernbered are ‘those operators who ownaportionof  owners who had been renting additional propenty in %
5, " the land’in their farrns, but lease the remainder. As Table 1964 lost therr access to this property between 1964 and -
%&‘f l‘abbv‘é ‘suggésted, part owners ténd to operate signifi- 1969 and weld educed to farming only their own land.
. camly more substantial fafms As of 1969,.for example, Whether this happened by choice, becausQof the chang:
. the average farm of a black ‘part ownér contdined 124.2 ing racral climate that straned black-white relavons, or
- ac{i;s compared to the' much smaller 73. 0 acres for full because of extraneous changes that gave the owrers of ’
Bwners, Nevertheless, as Table 10 demonstrates, !he’ these additional Jands ‘an ncentive o stop feasing them
) _ number of black’ part owners declined more sharply than to black farmowners s unclear However, the fact that
v \,the number of full. owners duting thée 1954-1969 penod thete was no corresponding dechine among white part ,
[~ 169 6. percent vs.© 569 "percent), Cuﬂously, moreover, owners suggests lhat the last of these explanations-1s jeast * .
SRR rnosf« "of thls drsptoporlronate lo:-s occurted dunng the llkely :
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5 Im;reased Age S!'ructure of Blatk Farmowners

. A final trend worth’ nonng abouublack farmowners H‘as*
been the steady rise in lheu’ age strutiure, As Tab]e L |ﬁcf|-.
cates, qore ‘than hajf qf 2l glack. fulf-qwners . were: over ’
55. years old as of 1964, and this figure rose even further
by 1969 In fact, this table probably undersra(e?elhe
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14 . c 7L Tableo 5 ' .
. ’ . , Changes in The Pr‘opomon of 8lack Part Owners - RS Hoo. .
M - *To All Bla¢k tandownars, 1954-1969 + - | : . ae "
. ’ S N ' ' Lo . ' - t; ‘ 3 H ( N -
& ) - " T * h.‘:' .7 - T -_:H* ._—“— ‘_‘_M.—__'--';_'D - A . ’
.-t Flgme T ggby 1964 7% 1969 % ehan % changy . c .
* \. R .z : Py 19541969 .- 1966-1963 ° .
- . Black Full Qwners 125-'3'3} «Yegrals | 68425 | 5LI57 ., -589°, . .-~243 S
» . . . ‘o L *Tova o v
£_- S  Black Pait Gwners 49555 TU3sk4 0352 15081 -b96  -504 , J
S " Al Biack Landowners of 19138& " hiassss “#y osesls - Gele -324 T .
T " Part Owners a3 % of totat - zs,zt}é - 26%.  307%  225% © -28% - <26 7% )
. e N . RSN . .. . s - H
. Lo T R dy ' A, _ .
= - 1 ) 1
, : ) As Table 11 ahd Flgure 5 suggesl moreﬁverﬁﬂus dis- Susly undemﬂa'ed an mporthm seg’ment of black Iand-
. propqulonalely large drop m the numbet of 'bhck-pért eowiiers |n‘,lhe Southy by deprmng them of sental land that
. owners between 1964, ahd. 1969 was falrly&vndespread = was «apparently important i maintaitng, the economic
. though 1t was mest extreme i Alabama, F(gmutky, Misy” . viability of qum operauons conducled an theif own land
. sissippi, North Carglma, South Carohna, Tennessee; arJd v aswell A )
‘ Virginia, Whatever the cause, this develop_rhém has sen® "’ & t
. = . T4 .~ ) P . ) .
i ) - T ’ ' ; ‘ o PR - . - .. — ? : n L
‘ ¥ s N A . Table 11 . .
L} . a i L]
' - s Changes ingp ropprllon af 8Ia;k Part bwners S . -
) I . o All Black tindowners, by Stafe, 14 Southem States, ¥ R
.5 o e 1964-1969 -
o .- e g . - . , A
t, o < A ':...{ . . . !
- Total Black 'l.l” dwners R ) 4 Bhack Part Dwners Part Owoers a3
. * , g Y % of Total ]
NN . w e “1969 i cfumge. 1964 168" % change T - 7 v
. T R5ea-198y" . : . j9sa1069 1964 1s6s
i P L S - ot [
i . d - a, . i i £ - - if
Alabama’ 10898 * 7,226 "T =337 23791 1,740° ~54.19 34804, 24 1% b
. Arkansas + 4823 303 <. WS L 1358 ‘Xl -366 - 283 85
.‘\ - Floida . 2,383 1243 - s 5 I =540 265 ¢ 233
N Goorgia: _6.164 4450 - =278 1586 . 973 -388 %57 29 -
. oo Kentucky L718 18857 . =<7 . 500 T a4 =531 303 154 °
., 7+ louisidha _ 7,084 388 -89, 1593 'U%B85% . —466 226 219
_ v Mississbpi ¢, ]121 14527 ~2h0 %0 4887 "7 2305 . -508 245 ‘159 ‘ .
o Missouri . 542 38 =39 JSeldl 76 -419 a2 ; n2
v Neha 13371 9687 - =476 5,651 2588 -S43 ' 423 26.6
- ’ South Caro! 10947 . 7514 '_ -304 7 3528 1919 -470 | 331 ‘ - 288
2 T Tennassee- 4454 3800 - S427° e 0 B92- M8 - | 363 e 229
' VoL *Aexas « 9,804 4787 © =516 . 2877 1027 567 | 242 26
e ) \"rgmia _};.425' Ap6 - -3,“ .2;58 12007 " -533 | 373 73 -
. - l\'a,st?nrzmﬁ* S RPN sy 12 -200 | 181 . 267 ‘
. - i ) - . 4 . ‘| N
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Jwhere the younger black farmiers ‘are likely to be; and
second, the 1969 figures are avalable only for the Class
- 1-5 commercial farms, thus omitting the equally numer-
ous, But less profitable, Class 6 bperatlon? which are less
“.likely to be run' by younger black farmers, Quite clearly,
> blacks i the most prodyclive age brackets—35-54 years

. aging of the black farmowning ptapu.lauon far’ twp riav-
« 'sons; first; it reports only on Commerc:al A'arms.L wb:ch [

—are leavin

e land gren more rapidly than black

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

Fl —_
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farmer_s as a whole.
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a minority development strategy, however, what.is im-’
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did not collect comprebensive debt stahstics by race and
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J;I ) »  Black Part Owness as Proportion of ali Black‘l.andawners e . . -
) ot . . int4 Southern States. 1 vs. 1969 oo - -
- Key , i v
‘ . Black Partowners as % of ati -+ ) .o
X ) Black Landowners, 1964 e - ’
‘a k lack Partownets as % of alf ¥ -
“ . m tack Landowners, 1969 L ..
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T Table 12 * -portant about fhe. current. base of black- owned I.md 15
"'.  Change in the Age Structore of Black Full Owners m)t}gnl\ s viability in supporting profitable agnculisral
* in the Soulb, 1964=1969 endeavors but alwo 11 ,potential as an equily hase to gen-
" N4 , ) erafh Cap:lal tor non-agricultural pum,uts as welf From .
: - i%‘ah } 19695 . this perspective, the tagrthat most black landowners op- p
. e ) o erate exceedingly small farms and are not gngaged Jgn
Numher % Number S Y, commercal agrniculture s not necessanly the most 4 .
' o4 A e e mee o " vant fact, so long as these non-commercial small farmers .
. Undér 35 9499 . 35 515 53 have sufitaiently lecrative outside employment to enable o]
. 3554 - 11.585 402 3,489 35.6 themn to retaine itfe 1o their land \f{!hal 1s more relevant.
55 and over 16.237 56.3 5788 591 i< first, the extent to which black-owned land—-commer-
Total v :‘!8_,82{ 1000% . 9792 100.0% crally farmed or not—is situated in locales experiencing
- ) ’ , nsing praperty valugs, second, the nature of the proper- 3.‘
" - Ty, S o tv.owning patierns among blacks—-1 ¢ the setureness af °. P’
. 'Fl“m for 1964 are for awners of c‘mlsf"’"“s \ titles. the compactness and contiguousness Yof parcels, ¥y
" bFigures for 1969 are fos owners of Ci.asﬂsiarms only. .and the distnbution 6f ownership nghts among heirs; e
* and third, the recent expenence of black landbwners
6'.. Lonclusions secuning credit ) 4
Between 1954 and 1969, therefore, the populanon of The fitst and second of these ssues cannat be treated
*  black landowners in the South dropped dramancally. and meanmgfully in"a state-wide analysis of the sort pre- *
blacks jost control of millions of acres of land represent- sented here They will therefore be addrewsed in a subse-.
mg\.decédes of accumulated savings. This dechne was quent report, and €ven there they can be de.1|t with only
parncularly severe, moreover, for the more margmal of parfially because of the absence of comprehenswe atat, ~ |
black owners, those operating smaller, subsistence farms. I 15 possible here, however, 1o treat the third issue, the
The gverall dechne of black.landownership thus paradox- recent expenence of black landowners in generating cap-
ically left behind a somewhat strongef base of black = ital agaimt the secunty represented by their tand Al-
landowners, as shown by the larger average acreage per thaugh this_expenence may g by iself, tell us every-
. farm and the higher proportion of commercial farmers. thing, we need to know about the potentalfor using
Nevértheless, neither of these "'positive’”™ consequences black-owned land as an equity resource. it can al least
was sufficiently pronounced to overcome the histonc give some_indication of the extent to which, existing fi- *
disa!:lvantages of black farmowners. What s more. \he nancial mshtutions have been wifling 1o a(&ance capial
disproportionately sharp drgp in the number of black 1o black landowners, and hence provide some nsight . »
" part owners between 1964 and 1969. and the o»erall five into the extent to which new wedit Laalines would be
in ‘the average age of black farmowners throughout the sneeded 10 take full advantage of the edwily Ie»eragmg
penod, raise additional questions aBout how secure even power of black-owned land IR ,
- the remaining base of black-owned land rs. The data sousces avalable for this assessment are far ‘ >
Froin the point of wiew of using black-owned land in from perfect, however The, 1969 Census "of Agnculiure v
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. lenure group 1t did, however. collect statistics on farm

income. production expenses. and equipment yalue from
which 1t 15 possible to prece together some valuable in-
sights into the equity leveraging’ expenence of black-
owneg land. But these.statistics were collected only for
Class 15 farms. those with sales in encess of $2.300
Since these are the only black-owned farms hikely fo
have been able to support any.substantial debt. howeier.
this restriction 15 "not, that senous for the purposes at
hand. What s more, & detaled assessment of the eco-
nomic viability of black-owned commercial farms is vafo-
able n its own night, for the light st can shed on the

[ .,
-

Caralina, however. blicks comprice a2 smaller share of
the Class 1-5 owners that thev do ot afl landmwners,
and a comparson of Map 10 with Map 3 hows that ths
puttern (» truen :\t'g\oihel clate as well

Lhven among Class 1-5 o\e\n{'rnper.\:ur‘ moreover,
BMacks are proporbionately  undec-represented in the
higher classes and wver-represenied in the lower ones.
A rfgure,(; demonstrates, extept 1or o minar v anaton in
Wesl Virgima, the propdrtion of blacks dedines as we
ascend the sl of farm operations in every state.

operatiuns of black-owned Class 1-5 fasms in 13 South-
ern states.'OF interest here are two general sssees first,

17,000 of the 68.900 black landowners operated iarms
that.produced more than $2,500 worth of products for
sale in 1969. And almost one-fourth of these. as Table 14

+ Number of

-

¥

As % of All

-and Map 9 indicate, were lucated 1n North Carolina,

Representation of Black Landowners
Among All Landowners in Different Economic Classes,

2. Gross Sales and Investments in Machmen,'
and Equipment

. where small tobacco farms stdl thave, Even n North .
. Gwen the relatwely small size of black-owned farms,

. ™ footnotes 10 Part One can b tound an p 27 . even n the Class 1-5 category, it naturally folloss that

. the average value of products sold per farm by thése op-

v a " erators will be smafler than those for all vwners of Class
Table 13 ) 1-5 farms Table 15 confirms this expectation by demon-

strating that, with respect to Class 1-5 farmy, the average:
sales per farm of black full qwners falls substantally

- . staying power of this crucial ségment of black farmown- IV : © . Table1d . ’ <
ers. ) . s Black Farm Landowners Operating Class 1-5 Farms, 1,
! The followlng seclion lhereforc*xammes in detad the by State, 14 Southem States, 1969 T

. As 9 of All
gwvén the size uf the plots available to them. to what ex- Black uond Bll‘:ﬁoclaSs Class 1-5
tent are these black-owned commercal farms viable agri- . o o e
* celural emterprses?, and second. to what extent ‘have L Farms
. ‘ black Tarmowners in hese commercial classes succeeded Afl; 1 098 64% 3095
- H aovama !
. n secutng credit to finance their operatigns!? Atomoms - . Lo0s s ve
. . . \ Florida 362 21 19
-1, ' Black-Dwned Commercial Fasms: Economic Georia * 1576 P 47
S Characteristics and Capitzl teveraging Experience Kentucky '500 29 09
1. Extent and Distribution of Black-Owned * Louisiana * 851 50 | 53 .
Cammercial Farms / . .4 ® Mistissibpy 2,400 140 100
- . Missour 156 (131 02
R As we have already noted, blacks are dispropor-- North Carolina 5152 242 81
tonately upder-represented Among owners of commercial South Casotnd" 1648 96. 13
farms in the Suuth—a fact that flows directly from the Tennessee © 914 53, 21 :
small size of thew holdings Thus, as Table 13 indicafes. Texas “gof - 47 08 !
blacks: compnse 63 percent of all farm landowners Virginia 1715 s 99 62 ;
- the South, but only 5.0 percent of the landowners oper- West Virgnea . ' 10 o1 02
. aing “commercial farms”’ and 33 percent of those op- R Lt
°  erabing Class 1-5 farms. In other words. only about Tatal 1719 100.0% 33% .

t

* Southwide, 1969 below the corresponding figure for all Jult owners i’
{ ) o every state. reaching as much as 00% of the overall fig-"
. Black Land”  Altland-  Blacksas%  ° ure pnly 1n one state, Kentucky s
3 owners ' ¢ of Tolal ’ : .
e e o et . o -
T M Farms 66,815 1089814 \ 63% )
o Commercial Farms - 81743 630,371 5.0 .
o Cass 15 fams D081 (ST 33 . 24 T .
e . 4 *
[ : /
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" .‘I‘ Y " L[]
Black Full Ownere 1 * m Black Futt Owners <
) #s % of alrfull it % of all Full as % ot All Fuil & v
. . owners ingarucular .f" N Owners, All Farme |
g economig class’ 1 . .
* WEST VIRGINIA .
- . - i " \.‘-‘
2} ’ g
.. s 15
104 . X 'O
5 - > . “.
IV Vv
. 0 |11 K .
‘ " GEORGIA, ’ .
)
20 ‘ )
-
: A
s, P . Table 15 - v By the same token.” 1t 1 not surprising ig leam that: LR
Average Value of Producls S-Dld bY Bla Farmm;ners when we comgule gross tarrks profit, by addm;, Brass :
and All Farmowners, Class 1~5 Fardhs, 1969 - safes to governmenl farm income and sybtracting pro- .
" e o - ductionexpenses, the resulis show black owners of Class v |
® Full Qiness © - s Part Qwners . 1-5 farms well behind all Clags 1-5 farmowners i prof- s /
. pa : o f blo4e +h o
P \ i its sper tarm  Indeed, ag Ta shows, 1n oaly. one i
Blscks . Al Blotks o5 Biacks _,sum‘.s.\ state [Keptucky) does the av rag profit per fgrm of % !
) - % of All . ""ﬁ_ % of AN black full owners even approach $3,500, witle for all full *
Alaboma 39043 321 530 4&0% $ 9262 $23426 3 5% ofiners; the average profit per\fa\m exceeds $3500 1n all . .
Arkansas 7401 25668 288 10372 31343 330 but three ‘cases 1Tennessee, Virgima, and West Virginia),
Flonda 5900 42425 209 10523 94428 112 -and In none of these dogéwit falt below the figure for . ¢
Georga . 9797 25501 384 12540 39335 373 black full owners, (See Figure 7.) 3%, v
Kentucky . 7833 9911 79.0 10,082 “16,110 .625 Because of thus Smaller scale and mpore himited gross
Lovisiana 3,173 10.760 413 11,658 28736 405 profit, black farmowners have been at § disadvantage’ sy <
< Wississippi JBA27 19452 433 7921 30586 258 participating in the masswe technological mnovatlo‘ns
North Carofina -~ 7.680 15962 48.1 9,701 22,315. 435 that have affected Southern agriculiure since-World War "
. <cSoulhCarolne.  7.635° 15827 482 8752 - 27233 321 1. As one student of the subject has noted: |
oy JJemnessee 5407 9.726 855 8533 18515 516 Beeause of their limuted incomes, educaton, farm -
L Texas g3z 24718 350 10682  3Li58 42 T sizemy and access 10 grednt tife Negro farmers® ability
NVirgoia 6711 13248 506 9.993 25222 396 to adiust to technolcgign and market changes has,_
. WestVirginia 58677 11827 473 8000 17863 447 been markedly different from that Jf white$ the av-
EI - TR e e o e 26 erage sizg of farms operaled~by Negroes is one~
S - ’ e . - . -~ . "
" 1 ] -~ —_— - oo -‘
- - * L] - - .
l: \l)‘C # . o . 1o s‘-\
ERIC T SN fm
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fourth the average size of farms operated by white‘s';
and Negroes have less livestock, crop yeld per acre,
.and machinery per farm and are much more de-

Table 17 seems 10 document this observation by. showing
that the average value of machinery and farm equipment
per farm is substantially lower for black full and part .

f pendent on cotton and tobacco, which are hardest owners than for all full and part owners ot*Class 1-5
A hit by technological changes and federal agricultural farms in every Southern state.
ot . polidies.? . ’ ’ .
2 ~ , & . - ,
A . Table 16 ¢
-l . tncome and Expenses Per Farm of 8lack Full Owners M
. , - ) . and All Full Owners. by State, Class 1-5 Farms, 1969
SN | . ", v - .
8 . ’ . ‘ s+ Blaek Full Owners Al Full Qwneny N
- * Benck
v o \ . : ] Avecage <
e 1 2 3 s 5 8 7 8 Beoss
3 Velue of  Income Production  Gross Vylue of  Incoms  Proddktion  Gross Frolt
- Products . from Eapenzmz  Profit Of]odum from__  Expenses Prolit i 26 of
* Seld | for Pes Fatm SoM  Govt Par = M .
. * Programa {{14+23-3) Programs Farm '(‘ -_8)
. " Alsbama -+ $9043  $L072 35889 33226 21530 $1,317 318462 343857 735
T . Arkansas 740t 1318 G,IOO% 2611 T 5668 - L71E 21948 5438 480 ,
’ Florids 8,909 937 6673 3173 242 1359 36961 6824 465
" " Georgua - 9797 971 8182 2,586 25501 1611 21962  51% 502 v
n <. HKenlucky - - 7,833 B0 5158 3455 Y ' 866 6772 4005 863
:, Lousiana ©OL817FT 430 g508 2595 19760 2725 16647 5838 444
Mississipp 8427 1214 0,812 2,889 19452 2904 17011 5345 541 .
Missouri - NA  NA  'NA WA NA.  NA NA. .NA. NA
- North Carohna | 7.680 464 5109 5035 - 15,962 812 12,145 4629 656 -
T, South Caroling 7635 -+ 790 52 3177 15827 1,584 13186 4225 - 752 >
Tenhesses 5407 961 4235 21 9726 1,022 7,546 3,202 * 666 *
Texas 8302 1211 6935 2,578 23718 2970 21,899 4789 532 .
, - Virginia .+ 6711 - 282 3818 3175 13,248 533 10,531 e 917
WestVirgma ~~ 5667 ~ — 3333 .23 11,927 351 .9540 © 2738 851
. ’ : »
et >
, * Figure 7 - B
: Gross Profits Per Farm for Black Full Owners
N U ) . and all Full‘Owners Class 1-5 Farms, 1969 - e’ .
.—.... ‘;7 @ L - - ] -
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‘ Table 17

. Averaye Value Fer Farm of Machin :ry and Farm Equipment of 8fadk Landéwners and
- Al Lando.ners, Ciass 1-5 Farms, 1969 -~

. L]

Full Owrrsry

ALA  ARK FLA. " GA

PEY

3. Per Acre Profits and Investments: .
AParadox " . | : : . ‘

Impf'esswe; as” these figures on sales, gross: profit, and
machinery investments per farm .are, however, they tefl
only. part of the stbry. What is more, to the extent
that they suggest that black farmowners_have been meffi-
cient or have been_unsuccessful in securing loans 1o pur-
fFhase machmmery, l?lNoregoing figures are actually mis-
jeading® For, 'when -we carry the analysis one step
beyopd where the conventional bterature typically takes
it, and constder gross profits and mvestments on-a per

acre—instead ‘of a per faim—basis, some fascinating'facts .-

emerge. (See Figure 8)

. - - * M -
In the first place, when we adyust tor size of farm, o
tums out that black full owners operating Class 1-5 farms
have- a substanually better profit performance than

"+ comparable white full owners. As Table 18 and Figure 9

- .

N Part Quners
) U . . ‘ - b
Black: " Blacks
Blragks Al o % of At Blacks L] T ows O ol AW
Alabama $6.163 $ 1237 85.1 <4 8,039 $14‘.305 56,1
Arkansas 6.345 , b.s9o 741 12,426 21,002 591
Florida 5.984 ° 11278 30 6417 24,291 26.4 -
Georgia 6.536 . 8330 * 7184 . ‘ 9.131 17,047 535
: Kenbuchy 6,039 6618 91z | 1810 10,189 112
. Lovisiana 7.060 12,124 582 12,294 23,385 525
+ ' Mississippi t 8,720 9,963 To674 T 9,356 23.542 /r
 Norih Clirolina 4701 6,355 738 5,901 10541 561 -
South Carohina 5511 830t 66.3 8321 17,259 482
Tennessee 5764 6,942 80 8.968 12.480 17 8_ ’
= Tedss ", 6287 B2 760 3.069 15893 - . 509
- Virginia 4872 1533 - 64.6 7,728 13.698 46.4
West Virginia - 4,500 7445 604 T6T%0 . 11.146 515 j
s e oo = SR _ . e ot
' : o Figure &
. _— Average Value of Machinery and Farm Equipment Per Farm .
) o ) for Black Full Owners and all Full Owners, Class 1.5, 1969 .
e . - ]
. $I‘I2,000 : - Black Full Qwners |
.
% 10.000 .
'$8.000 L
$ 6,000 5 L -
. $4.000 _ s
$ 2.000 L,
KY

MISS NC §C TENN TEX VA, WVA
mdicate, in 8 of 'the 13 'states for which data are avail-
able; the average gross profits per acre were quite a but
higher onblack-owned Class 1-5 farms than on all such
farms. and n 4 of the remaiming five states the per acre

profit figures were almost identical. - '

Several factors seem to account for this_generally su-
penor .per acre'proft performance of black commercial

+ faemowners The first is the greates intensity with which
~ - the blac}i owners work ther land. As Table 19 shows, In
every siate but Vicgima black farmowners devoted a
higher proportion of their land to crops than did all full
owners, usually by a substantidl margin This means that
proportionately moreé acrés of bldck-owned farms are
productive than 1s the case for all farms. As a result,

when the average total income per farm 1s divided by .
the average total numBer of acres per farm for black
owners, the resull is lugher than 15 the case {or all farm-

" owners.! ' >
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tncome and Expenses Per Acre of 8lack Full Owners and . .

Table 18

Al Full Owners, by State, Class 1-5 Farms, 1969

_ Black Full Qwnars

A3l Fult Qwners

A second reason for the relauvely higher per acre

gross profits of black owners of Class 1-5 farms s the
somewhat higher benefits they recewve per acre from
government farm programs. As Table 18 showed. black

full owners received larger benefils from government

progrims pef acre of farm fand 1n 7 of the 13 states
These ‘receipts boosted the mcome of black owners be-

" yond what they would otherwise have been, and ‘thus
- added to profits, A third reason for the better profit pic-

ture of these black full owners, finally, was the fact lhat

- v

-

. N Gross
T T e e o - Peolil-
. i - 2 i 4 5 [ -7 + 8 Black
. . - Fncome Full Qwners
N Yalus of Income. Produe Gross ¥alue of from Peodue Gross s % of
Products trom tion Proht . Produets Gov"t tson Profit Al Futt
3 Sold Gow't. Expepses Pt Soid Programs  ExPenses Per Owners -
Per Programs Per Atre Per Per Par Acre 48
Acre cPechee Acre T [(142)-3] Acre Acre Aece [(5+63=13 - .
Alabama $M340  $ 514 $3306 31548 $3010 $4950 $6371 $16.29 950 .
Arkansas $9.50 10.59 4910 Fatp: ) 96:00 6.42 8205 20.37 1030
“Florida $2.30 550 39.14 18.66 93 60 300 8154 15.06 1239 * N
Georgia ' 470  .460 3936 1241 8650 549 7488 11.5] 709
Kentucky - 5240 622 -$1.10 21.52 56.00 4.90 8.28 2262 121.7
Louisiana o4.80 738 5161 - 2057 60.40 8.34 £0.92 17 82 1154
Mississipp 48.30 7131 39.08 16 53 61,60 - 919 $3.83 16.96 975
? North Carolra 9340 564, 62.1% 36.89- 114 40 5.82 87.06 3316 111.2
South Catolna $9.70 721 4793 2598 " 56.70 5.68 4726 1512 1917 - -
. Tennessee 41.80 7 112 3270 16.52 $260 552 40.79 17.33~ 953 s '
B Texas 3060, 4.47 2557 9.50 34.10 . 427 3148 5.89 1379
Virginea 54.20 228 30.84 25647 . 5820 234 4623 1431 - 179.2 .
- West Verginta « 4410 _ 2954 1456 91 - 31.31 179 1869
Figure 9 '
‘ , - Gross Profit Pei Acre foy 8lack Full Owners and all Full Owners.
: Class 1-5 Farms, 1969 - *
sof KEY ' - T
- - Nonwhite Full Dwners o ' . .
[ 40-} NC L
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. . .
they kept their ratio of production expenses to sales in-

come below that ot whites. most probably by relying
more heavily on their owh labor and mimtmizing the vse
of cherucals and fertihzers. (See Table 18). Whether this
practice was-the result of free choice, the unavailability
of operating captal, or hmted access o producton
credit 1s impossible to say on the basi§ of the available
datz But it is clear that, by keeping down costs,” this
practice augmented profits per acre for black owners.

¥
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.Table 19

22 - lancl in Harvested Cropland as a Percentage of All Land-
in Farms.of Black Full Owners and All Full Owners, by Stale,
Class 1-5 Farmg, 1969 .

v

) ¢ % of 1and wn Harvested Cropland
R "Black Full Al Full
N ) Dwners’ Qwners
Kadama : 18.9% 143%
Arkansa$” 545 276
- Plorida 255 186
{ Gegrgia 234 171
F Kentucky - 235 197
Louisians 327 260
Mississippi - 243 23.0
Korth Carolina 2340
* South Carolina Klix |
Tennessae o o226 . 19,8
Texas T 1l 09
Virginia 178
West Virginla 206 1.1

),

.ery and equipment show ust the opposite. For, when we
control for thef sie of farms (as we did in the case of °
gross profits), e discover that black full owners of Class
1-5 farms subjstantially outperformed white ful) owners
in terms of machinery and equipment purchages. Indeed,

. 85 Table 20 4nd Figure 10 show, the value of machinery

and equgpméu per acre on black-owned Class 1-5 farms
exceeded the value on aff such farms by a substantal
margin 1n every state. This pattern s understandable
given the “lumpiness’™ of equipment purchases, ie. the
fact that such purchases cannot be made n Liny incre-
ments but*musl be made in large chunks, frequently

" larger than are absollflely necessary for the scale of op-

eration From the pont of view of a possible land-based
.. minonty development s!rategy, however, this finding has
immense sighificance. In particular, it suggests that the
conhventronal wasdorn about the mabnhty of black farm-
owners 4 secure credit aganst the security of their tand
may need to be revised Since equipment investmenls
are typrcally made on credit, the data reported here sug-
gest that the average acre of black-owned land s ac-
-tually supporting more debt than Is the average acre of
white-owned land. While these fhigures apply to only one
possible type .of debt, they nevertheless go some. diss
tance in establishing the capital leveraging power of

If the lower per acre production expenses of black full black-owned land, and thus tn establishung the feasibility
owners suggest a possible lack of access to- <credit of uvulizing this land as an equity resource n a broader,
- sources, however, the figures on investment in machm- developiment sirategy.
!
- Table 20
- Average Value of Machinery and Farm Equipment i
Per Acre for Thirteen Southern States, .
Class 1-5 Farms, 1969
* ) Full Qwners . Part Qwnars, 4
’ Konwhiles All Fult | Nefnchites Nenwhites All Part Nonwhites
’ Crwhers as % of wners as % of
' tSper acre) (Sper acrel Total . R . Total
™ Alabama 32957 $26.93 109.8% 5.4 N3 120.3
Arkansas 51.00. 32.00 159.4 54.38 wn 144.1
Florida 35.10 . 2487 H1.1 21.58 15.81 108 9
Georgia 3144 2840 110.7 T 37.56 3549 1058
Kentucky .. . 43.12 37.41 12386 51.78 40.51 1218 -
Louisisna 5599 709 1510 5¢.53 4487 139.9
Mississippi” . 33.5% 3153 1223 k. Jr i) 37.03 1059
N. Caroling. 57.19 4563 1253 67.21 8330 126 1
S. Carolina ' 5033~ . 2875 169.2 58.07 4230 127 2
Tennesses ~ sl 37.52 118.6 45:11 41.59 074 . N
Texas 2318 11,89 1950 1887 . 1022 sz, -
Virginia 39.35 33.07 1190 ‘ 48 91 40.48 1208 °*
. W. Virginis 3502, . . 3658 95.7 3 0 — 23383 —
R e e e T e . -
Q ;. ! - s
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Figure 10 N
Average Value of Machlnery and Farm Equipment Per Acre for Black Full Owners
and all Full Owners, Class 1-5 Farms, 1969 .

. KEY
) - Nop-white Full Owners
J - All Full Owners

sof-
40
30
20
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Dollars Per Acre
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ite the supenor per acre- profit and investment
ce of black owners Just ciied, however. black
fult owners, even those operating Class 1-5 farms, have
been leaving agnculture at a rapid, rate and surrendenng
thewr land. What are the reasons for 1his paradox? And
what do they imply about the feasibibity of a Yand-based
minonty development strategy in the South?

The evidence already cited suggests three explanations.”

The first flows directly_from the data on cropland har-
vested reported in Table 197 If black full owners dwned
“better” “farms, 1. farms with less wasteland or other
unuseable area, it wdu!d be possible to interpret the
higher proportions of harvested cropland 10 black-owned
farms as an unmitigated ecopomic beneitt. But, there s
Wttle basis for beheving that black-owned farms are
really “better’” 1n this sense. To the contrary, blacks n
the rural South have histornically been restncted in therr
purchases to the less desirable. marginal lands—typrcally

in the hilier regions. The figures reported in Tahle 19

thus probably reflect less an effort to capitahze on the
value of superior land than a desperate effort te survive
some serious EConomic pressures by working marginal
{and$ more intensely The unfortunate result. however, 15
" to it the flexibiity of black owners.in following soil
conservation prachices. such as allowing a share of therr
land to remain 1dle. Coupled with what Table 18 above
suggested about the lower per acre expenditures on fer-
- tilizers and other agneultural chemicals by black owners.
" the most plausible nference 1s that black‘Owners are
being forced to wear out their land more rapidly than all
© owners 10 order 10 survive economically. ln other words,
shoet run survival needs are necessttating farmeng prac-
tiges that are destructive of long-run fzmn viabihiry.

A second explanation of the continued departure of
black farmbwners despite relatively high per acre profits
grows out of the invegtment figures reported in Table 20
Because of the lumpiness of machinery and. equipment

tric

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

MISS NC SC TENN TFEX VA WwWva

investments and the refatively small size of black-owned

farms, black commercial farmowners have been able to
participate in the receni technological changes only by
encumbenng each acre of thewrr fand with larger debts
than s the case for white owners Whlle this pattern
suggests that capial wources are withng 1 extend loans
on the secunty ot black-owned land, 11 also means that
black' landowners are having 10 expose themselves to
‘greater nisks of default 1n order to function a¥ commercial
farmers These ruks are espciglly sencus 1in view of the
fact that the smal size of black-owned farms hmis the
etficiency with which the equipment can be used, What
this suggests L that the real problem fqor black farm-
owness in the South may not be lack of access to credit

Csources—as the popular wisdom holds—but jast the

opposite: over-capttalization of the Jand resulting from

mvestments in technological Innovations beyond what

each acre of land can profitably support. The unfortunate

consequences are recorded in the persistent foreclosures

on black-owned land that have become distressingly
© commonplace n recent years.t

One way to deal with this problem would be to pool
machinery nvesiments among. black landowners ang
thus improve the efficiency of its use ahd the acreage
supporting 1l But, another way would be 10 channel the
capital Ieveragéﬂ"by black-ownbd land o entirely dif-
ferent productive uses. Whether the credit sources ex-
tending caputat ‘for farm machinery purthases would do
the same for alternative uses 1s admittedly problematic
But the machinery investment data at [east demonstrale
that some capital sources have enough confidence in the,
value of black-owned land to extend substanbal credit
on 1t The 1ask now may be to discover alternative credi-
tors willing o extend the same credit. but for more pro-
ductive, noN-agricy

A third explanation of the continued decline of blackt
owned land despite the\higher per acre gross profits lies
in the age structure of thg black landowning_population.
More than 80 percent of heJ)Iack OWNers of Class 1-5

+

31 - :
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farms .ire over 45 years of age, and. close to 60 percent b

are dvér 55 years old (See Table 21). In other words.
there 15 Iittle evidence of replenishment of the ranks of
black farmownars by younger persons To the contrary,
the pattern seems 10 be for land to leave, black hands
once the 1930's generabion grows too old to farm it. Ewi-
dentlys younger blacks. once they move to the aty. lose

. interest In the small homesteads ihe:r parents and grand-

parents managed to acquire (n*the previous century. In
many cases, they adrée to partition fsales without taking
full advantage of the nse in land values that has oc-
curred, thus squandering an important mmormf{;r develop-

’

k4 5
-

-
ment rosource While this same procesy o underway
v among whites as well, 1t 1s particalarly agmfical, for
Southern blacks since land has histenically been the only
capital resource they have congrolled As land values i ¥
the South increase in respOnse to increaning urbaniza-
ton. the opportumties to build upon even the remaining
Black-owned land resources grow apace Yet the exist-
ing age struclure of the current black landowners sug-
gests that further fiquidation of these resources 1s stilf
the most Likely ouicome, barnng some dramatic govern-
mental intervention or a concerted pubhaity effort aimed
at the heirs of the current black tandholders. ~ -

» Tahle 21

) Age of Black Fult and Part Qwners, Class 1-5 Farms, . s
* 13 Southern States, 1969

Full Dwners

Part Owners

Total Parcent by AGe GrouDs Total P-a::cnt by Age GrouPs
tHumber 0-44 45-64 ower 65 Number 044 " 45-64 over 6S
Years years yiears Years Years yéars
o —————— - - .,\.{___ e e ama — o = - ..__v' .— *
“pabama ¢ 575 158 576 268 523 184 671 145
Arkarrsas 446 168 567 325 562 185 68.1 13.3 .
} fidnda " 208 154 66 3 183 154 182 727 9 =
Georgia 959 200 552 2438 17 230 8.7 83 >
Hentucky 366 169 ®.2 249 134 216 ., 605 179
Louisrana 445 189 659 15.3 406 264 50.3 123
Mississipps 1,560 18 58.4 297 ' 840 17.6 - 673 150
North Carohna 2.369 163 598 28 1.783 179 ny 104
South Carolina 836 179 576 244 812 226 65.9 107
Y Tenessee 537 16.1 59.5 247 383 191 718 91
Texas 464 116 534 349 337 176 611 214
Viegiia 810 142 597 26.2 805 175 69 4 13.0
West Virginia NA NA.- N.A, NA N.A NA NA. N.A
II . [} \\ '.’
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. . [
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Conclusions and Implications

A vanety of conclusions emerge from the foregoing
is of black landholding patterns tn the South,

an
fong the mast salient are these!

" 1) Blacks in the southern states still control substantial
amounts of land, despite the sharp reducuons that
have occurred Over the past several decades. A

' conservative eshmate would put the valué of this

land at close to $1 bullion.

2) From the data on investment in maghinery and
equipment, i1 seems clear that this black-owned
oy land has enough intninsic value to convince lending
- sourCes to extend credit on it—as much as. or
more 50, than on comparable white-owned land.
' Hence there s reason to have some confidence in
the potenhal for a land-based minoaty develop-
ment strategy, even relying on local capital sources.

3) Because of the small size of black-owned parcels,
commercial agncultural enterprises of the sort cur-
rently operated are not likely to provide a suffi-
ciently large return to allow blacks to hold. on t6
this Jand over the long run. Nevertheless, public
pohicy could remedy this situation in patt—-by en-
couraging the pooling of machinery investments
and providing additional benefits to encourage soil

. conservation, for example. Black farmowners are al-
feady doing exceptonally well in adapting to the
difficult economic forces affecting them. Qiven the
size of their operations, however, the situation they
face 1s hkely to grow increasingly critical tn the ab-
sence of actions that go-beyond what the individ-
ual black farmer can accomplish on his own.

+

4

4) Since well over half of all black landowners are’

not engaged in commercial agnculure byt are op-
erating pan-time or retirement farms, a strategy
armed at improving agnicultural profitability alone
1s not likely 10 be sufficient. Indeed. <0 long as
agriculture 15 considered the only possible produc-
tive use of land, blacks are lkely to contnue to
lose it at a capid rate But many blacks 0 the South
—whether engaged 1n commertial farming or not—
own land that t5 increasingly waluable for non-
agnicuhtural -purposes.. because of rapid urbamiza-
tion, improved trsnsporl on, and expanded
« industnialization. What 15 nfeded from the' point of
view Of minonity development 1s a congerted effort
to 1dentfy areas of greatest prgent) or'b[ack*land-
awners, to make black landowners aware of the
capital feveraging power of thewr land, aid 10 <m*
derwnte capital formaton activities secured by this
fand through loan guarantees and interest subsr'
des, - -~ -~ - -

5] Perhaps most importantly, any effort to take advan-
tage of the unique resource represented by
black-owned fand n the South must be tmple-
mented quickly; for fhis resource 15 disappearing at
an ama»zung‘ly rapid pace. At the very least, a
short-run emergency effort aimed simply at stem-
ming the loss of this resource should be under
taken at ogt;e.‘Otherwtsef there will be no founda-
tron, left f&i a land-based munonty development
stralegy in the South by the tme such a strategy is
put info operation, -
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Expanded
_. Ownership as an
" Anti-Poverty and

S‘trategy.

- Minority Enterpnse"'

An Evaluation of ~
the Farm =~ -
.Security Administrations -
Resettliement Progrgm

_ Every new home that is established, the independént
- possessor of which cultivates his own freehold, 1s
R " establishing a new republic within the old, and add-
.. ' ing a néw and strong piliar to the edifice of the

_"\ respect mdebendence and economic pragreps.® |

“a Bor all the atiention it has received, howéver, the pre-
o )"“"e" link between property owne{z’hrp and économic
% .. opporunity remains largely .unvenfidd n any systernatic

empirical sense, As the authors of a recent monograph

L on “expanded ownersiup concede, “there 15 exceedingly

T

# fittle direct investigation of the function of_ property ac- '

o
—_— B

T T *Ses Author's note on page 0.
5 » 7. ** fagtoodes 10 Mhis part begin on page 5o
- . .- - [N

* T - [ El

state! ‘e

;Z'l_;; A hundfred years later, a sipularset of notions resurfaced

i among activists in the cwil rights movement, who called

N for efforts to expand minority control over economic and

; pom:cal tesqurces as a way 1o promote blaclfpride, self-

.. PART TWO ;
Introduction =~ quisition and owneiship on behavior.” * And lhnsns espe-'
. oally twe with regard. to the Eresumed con{rlbutnon ex-
Jn: . dn endorslnga strategy of “expanded ownership” as the .panded ownership programs can ‘make to anl:-pqwerty ,
- mni;:he;nsm to prorno.l;e1 rnln7or|ty cl’:mtl:.'smess cli:e‘velopme“l and minonty busmess development efforts. For the most
;' ;e '?‘_’ pov::rty '“: e 1&_05 an ) eyonc'i ‘h? P‘fes" “part, such efforts in the United States have focused pri-  » 1
dents Advisory Council on Minority Enlerprise was affirm- manly on the prowision of services rather than on.access to -(
ing a long-standing tenet of American tradition. the notion equity ownership. Consequently there have been pre- ~
that fre:-dom and opphorlumty depend critically or®the’ ~ cious few opportunities to evaluate tht virtues of an ex-
ownership of property.” The Founding Fathers, who drew panded ownershlp approach to these problems. What
3 heavily on social contract theonsts like john Locke, vieweds few programs of this sort have been undertaken, mores .
3 widespread property ownership 35 a crucial guarantee of over, have either néver beén eValuated or have beerr 7 )
) ) ’ep“_b"ca"_sove"_\menl. In the "{'iome‘fleﬂd Act signed -Q:..ﬁ—subreded to evaluations so limited n their ime perspec-
s+ President Lincoliin 1862, moreover, this view recerved tan- tive thalgaining 2 clear_picure_of theis real impacts has :
, gible expression, as the federal government, for the first been virtually impossible.As a result, there is littfe e:l_ =
-, * time, became an active promoter of widespread propetty pincal evidencé on which to choose between ‘the “ex-.
h* y qwmmhlp by n'taklng vast tracts of federal land available to panded ownership” approach and the welfare aproach ]
Y - I}omestgaders in low-cost, 160-acre p[ot?. InsFead of ba- . to the problems. of poverty and inadequate munority N\
- . fonial possessions, let us facilitate the incréase of inde-  ~ business development. What is desperately needed,
.- 7 pendent homesteads,” noted g(-:(;ngressman William therefore, 13 syslematlc evaluative researcﬁ to assess (e -
. Steele Holtnan in explaining- (he rationale-behind the act: long-term oytcomes.of the few expanded ownership-type. -, .
o Let us keep-the plow !" the hands of the owner, expeniments that have been undertaken h

Jt 15 the purpose “of this saport to, ﬁresenl just such an\
evaluation, focusing on an jpnovative Depression-era er
periraent. called the resettlement program. As a test of ¢
the “expanded ownership® approach, this program has

_several unique advantages. In the first place, the resettle-

ment program.provided access to what is still lhe clear- ™~

. est.and most basic of equity resources, ind the one that

remains probably the largest single equity resource in the - " i
‘hands of mmonty groups today: namely, land: Under the, .
program, which was faunched in the mud- 1930, the fed- L
eral government acquired some 2 mullion acre® bf fand

in approximately 200 locales acoss the country, reselllefl 1
appraximately 10,000 farm tenant famifies on this land.in - 7
farm or farm-and-factory commumities, and then evenlu- |
ally sold the land to these famibes on long-term,«low-in-
terest loans The program thus differed from most of the _
welfare programs of the day by prowdm‘g\an opportunnly h

for the rural poor to acquire property and’ thus- escape ,
the debilitating dependency of the sharecrop system. Lo




. In the second place, the resettlément program oc-
*curred long enough ago to permit its long-term conse-
. . gpences to be visible. Launched in 1934 under the aus-
- + _, pices of the Division of Subsistence’_Homesteads of the
ariment of Interiot and then picked up in succession
» by*the Fedecal Emergency Relief Administration, the Re-
settlemhent ‘Administration, and the Farm Secunty Admin-
- istration, the resettlement program was in ‘operation unt
1943, when most, of the land was sold to participants,
. From that point untzl we underttiok qQur evaluation n
. 1973} of «thirty years, or about a genergon efapsed. .
inly enough. time for the real impact of the program
, to become apparent, Since the major benefit _provided
by the program-was access to landownership. moreover,
B some of the typ:cal dilemmas frustrating long-term evalu-
“ ative research were avoided. Land leaves behind a perma-
. nent record in the form of deed and mortgage files regs-
2 dered,in lacal county’ courthouses. 1t was thus possible to
‘trace what happeped tmlhe..proje(l land from the tme ii_
was first transferred to prdlect participants down to, the
< pfegent, sdmething that it is imposiible to do for educa
tion” or manpower ar social programs. ¢
In the third place, the resettlemsnt program is an ideal
test of lhe “expande.d ownership approach” to m‘lnonty
ﬁenterpnse policy hecause it involved the minority poor,
S 3 indeed 'probably the mdst setiously jspoverished and”
’ dependen;“ of ll "the minority phor: the El'epressnon'

stru uthern, nual, black tenantry. Of the 143 agn-
- culturl resettlement projects undertaken between 1934
. “and 1943, 13 wege reserved exclusively for blacks.and an

adﬂ"tlonal 19 "su:allered -farm* projects involved substan-’
) ',_, Jial numbérs of biacks. thus redeeming. albeit on a mea-
. = ger scate, the, Recopslrucllon dream of “forty"agres and a
.0 mule” by ﬂlsmbulmg approxnmateiy 170.000" acres of
*‘1“ land on quite favorgble terms to about 2,300 black ten-
- ant fardilies Despite its. pmfully small size in compari-
son 10" the scope of the problem it fvas addnessing. here
was 2 bold experiment fin social reform, a fascinating al-
lernatlve to.the pubﬁe relief mode of assns!ance to the
N ‘;“/boo,‘ L ¥ . ~
Finally. because it afforded pgB
- podr—blacks the opportunity -ta aggiire Yand at the same
" “tie and under simitar cm:urﬂ’lané ~gsometimes evep in
the same county, the resettlement program provides a
. “unique “ekperimental situation 10 assess thé impact of ra-
- cial discrimination on the success of expanded owner-
ship programs/ " . . ;

Despite the |mp;|.n’ance of the reseulemem expenence.
howeyer its consequenceS—positive of negalwe7have
never.been charted. Like so many, governmental pro-
grams, expenmental an non-expenmental alike, all we

. ‘realiy know about the resettlement program was that it
~ existed. Whethér it was more or less. costly than tradi-
Jlorral relief, whether it produced benefns.lhat Jusufled

- 7 its costs,_whether its forg-term effects differéd fram its

.- - apparent shgrt-ferm’impacts’ were 2l questions that-had

C . ?yard[y ‘béen raised, let alone “ystefatically answered,

when Wlar-ufne pressires and Congressional dopbts led .
~

A ] -

to the termunation of the program n 1943 At spme fu-
ture date.” reporled a Harvard economist 1o War Food
Administratog Chester C. Davis, at the tme, “it will be ’
highly desirable to have a review and analysis made of
this whole undertaking tossee what was really accom-
phshed and whal lessons can be derived from the
expariments.” Yet, some twenly-flve’years fater, histo-
nan Sydney Baldwin was sull bewalling the absence q?
any systematic evaluauon of the important resettlement
experience. Noled Bal it

 Since men are fot gumea plgs and souety is not a
laboratory. students of politcs and public adminis-

.. tration are generally dénied the ‘benefit of controlled
expenmentation. Yet, the resetilerient administration
did “offer a unique expernmental opportunity whosg
lessons have not yet, a generation later. been fully
evaluated‘ let alone applied.”

The presentrinquiry js 1hended to fll this gap by ex-
amining the long-term mpactof the resettiement pro-
gram on the black’ tenant farmers who' consututed its
most needy angd disadvantaged participants. In the proc-
Less. 1t seeks 1o contrbute some empincal substance to.
the ‘debate Bver the relative ments. of the expanded

- ownership”and tradstional welfare approaches to eradi-

cating poverty and fostening minonty enterprse develop-
ment. To do 50, the driscussion falls into four basic parts.
Part | describes the overall character and structure of the
resettlement prograrn n somewhal greater detail so that
the.genetal contours of this prggram will be clear. Pagt ||

., then details the evaluation desighwmployed to assess the

fong-term impacts of this program, including the cnteria

of success. the program impact measures. and the

method for d:lferentlalmg between program-related and

nong:program-related effects. Jant It presents the,results

that were generated from the' apphcation of this “design.:
In-a conclusion, finally, we assess the program's benefits .,
against 1ts costs and draw- some general conclusions

about the utilty of the expanded ownership concept qf

minonty development policy and about the conduct of

longitudinal pollcy evalpatrons

I :I’he Resetllement Frogram An Overvlew

!n order 10 ‘evaluate the reselllgmenl program, 1t is
Jecessasy to be clear at the outset about how it oper
ated. This 15 _especially important since- the resettlement™
program ‘was really not one progam but four differemt
ones, initiated by four. different agencies under a succes-"

= sion of executive orders and legislative mandates. The

-

first of these was the Stbsistence Homesteads program

authiorized by the Industrial Recovery ‘Act of 1933 anJ
administered onginally by the. Department of the Inte-
rior. The madn thrust of the Subsistence Homesteads pro-
Bram was to relocate urbarf industral workers in Fovern-
ent-owned new communities where they could operate
small subsistence farms while holding {ndustrial jobs 1h
qprofect faciones. Although primanly aimed at the urban
unemployed and therefore not of central concern o lhe
primary locus’ of this report. the 26 commiunities’
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N their own efforis,

‘habilitation”

" black farm ggerators in the Sout

L
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Ifunched under the Subststence. Homesteads program
nevertheless embodied many of the key features that ap-
peared in various forms in the later resettlement experi- ~
ments: a preference for sel{-help approaches to relief. an
effort to reconsiitute basic economic relations, a touch
of agrarian Pomanticism, and a strong eniphasis on
colfective, or community, valyes.'

The second agency 10 enter the field of communmity
building and expanded ownership was the Federal Emer:
gency Relief Adnunistration (FERAY. the agency created n

*1933 to administer the federal emergency relief granis to

the states. Under the direction of rehief administrator
RAarry Hopkins, the FERA established a Division of Rural
Rehabilitation and Stranded Populations in 1934 and-
launched a rural relief program designed, in Hopkins
words, to “make 1t possible for destitute persons eligible
for telief 1A such areas to suﬁn themselves through
"™ Three spe®ic programs were un-

dértaken to implement this goal. first,a program of &re-= *

loans providing low-eos? creddt for farmers
already on productive lapd, second,.a land retrrement
program designed to take submarginal land out of age-
cultural production permanently through govemment
purchase and conversion, and thitd, 3 community pro-
gram desigried to house stranded or d’splaced rural fami-
lies in ruralindustrial setings sirmilar to those en\vlsaoned
in the Subsrsler&e Homesteads program."

Early in 1935, however, the, FERA wral ‘programs; as
well as the Subsistence Homesteads, were transferred 10
a new agency, the Resettlement Administration, created
in April 1935 by an Executive Order granting 1t broad au-
thority to use relief funds to resettle destitute. low-in:

come famihes and help the rural poor through loans and

grants for land, equipment and livesiock purchase, The
creation of the Resettlement Administration grew out of
the ffilure of the sagncultural adjustment programs
Jaunched in 1933 to help the immense, desperately 1m-
poverished rural tenant and farm labor classes, especially
in the South, The acreage reduction program authonzed

" v wunde? the Agricultural Adlustment Act of 1933 had. 1n

fact, intensified the sutfenng of this rural underclass By

_reducing the cultivated acreage. the A.A A. pragram dis-

r

placed thousands of tenants without making provision
for replacement income. Although tenanls were Sup-

.posed to receive a share of the crop support payments
-pald as part of the acreage reductlon programs, tn,prac-

tice they rarely did since the tandlord¢ typically domre

‘nated the local commiftees set up to administer the pro-

gram. n additon, small farmowners ‘were frequenlly
unable to take enough 1and out of production to benefit’
from the program.t* As acorrseqyence instead of the one
million farm families (Rat were on.rehef when Ffanklin D
Roosevelt became Rresident 101933, the number stood at
212 million by1935 " " .

This situation was particularly critical m the South, ‘and
especiafly so among blacks. Of almost 1‘/: million
1930 77 pe rcent

' bulldmgs——typlcally a barn, a smoke house and a privy,

owned no land and worked as tenants. ‘sharecroppers: ot
farm laborers. Research in 1932 showed that incomes of
$100 per year were not uncommon for the black tenant
and farm labgrer populations, and recorded a gnm_ pic-
ture of 1ifl- he/h poor nutntion; and grossly madequate
housing that only worsened ay :ﬁ!

Under the .direction of brain-truster Rexford Tugwell, .
the Resetilement Admimstration unde'rtook what it cbn-
sidered to be a basic attack on the underlymg causes of
persistent rural poverty, focusing especially on the rural
underclass untouched by the other Agriculture Depart-
ment programs Tugwell’s goals fos his new agency were
grandiose, calling for a plinned reorgamzation of the
Nation's agnicultural land resources. beginning with gov-
ernment purchase of 10 million acres of submarginal
land and fhe reiseu[emenl of 20,000 uprooted farm farmi-
lies in new rural or suburban commumities. These com-
munities, in Tugwell’s vision, would be models ofso-
phisticated planming and ncubators for a new spirit of
community and codperdtion.™ Practical* considerahahs

31

depression wore on.”

" ycaléd down this vision considerably, however, and the

maim thrust of the RA effort throughout 1935 and 1936

wa in_its “rural rehabilitation™ program, a progran’ that
provided low-cost leans to poor farm farmlies already wn
possession of land for production expenses. equipment
purchase, home |r|"|provements, nd the creation of co*
operativé enterprises. " Yet, the Résgttlement Admimstra-

tion did svbslantlally,‘enlarge the expyided ownership
experiments as well."In fact, it was dufing the Resettle-

ment Admimstration “era that these experiments’ got
under way in earnest. Approximately B2 “scattered farm
projects’™ were inaugurated by the, Resenlement Adminis
trabion 1n 1936 and 1937, Under lhese prolects, local Re- ..
setllement Administration officials would purchase nu--
merous small farms in an area, resettle tenants on these
farms under long-term lease- -purchase agreerhents, pro-
vide rehabrhlatron joans to the settlers, and offer techni»
cal assistance and other forms of aid, in addition to

. .these scattered-farm projects, moreover, the Reseltlement

Administfation assumed responsibility for 59 commuhity
projects bequeathed to it by the FERA and the Division
of Subsistence Homesteads and proceeded o launch 37
New community pro]ects of its,own, 32 of them rural-ag-
ricubtural communites.”

From the.point of view-of our inquiry here, these lat-

ter projects are of greatest interest. TRe typical pattem

-

- was for Resettlement Admrnistration regronal office pers

sonnél 1o idenufy suitably fertile land located in areas of

. greatest need and available at reasonable cost. Because

numerous Southern plantations had gone into foreclosure
during the Depresston, locattng adequate land was not a
problem Once local approval was secured and the land’
purchased, a community manager was- des:gnated and
work undertaken to subdivide the land into 40 tracts of
40 to 100 acres each and to canstruct homes and owt-

The seiettion of settlers was the résponsibility of RA socraf
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';32 'an the land, and wha required‘that settlers, have farming .

gm workers, who usually gave preference to tenants already |

. .exparience but'he unable te borrow suflicient funds.from
"alternative sources. Without exception, the RA adhered to
- existing racial norma in 1ts family selection Jpractices. Al-
* though several projects were “integrated,” what this meant-

="' in practice was that separate white and black communities
A

A 4’ '(

were organized simultaneously on teparate tracts wathin
the same county, For the most part, #bwever, projetts
ot werp elther al) white or aII black. -

-

JLroject settlers were requued 10 sign lease- purchase .

agreements providing an option (o buy the umt .after a
five-year tnal rental penod. The general plan was to
‘offer siccessful participants 40-year morigages at 3 per.

cent interest at the end of the trial penod. In the mean-

. tinie, the Resettlement Administration collected ‘rent qp
the. land and RA local officials worked ‘with the partici-

panjs in de\relopmg detailed farm and home plans. These

- «plans outlined what crops_were te be_plinted, the num-
‘ber and type of livestock’ 1o be raised, the.acreage to be
cultivated, and_sp on Demonstration agents or hdme

. canning and food processing, with the pressure cooker &
key element. In addition, the government constructed
commnity buildings, schools, and cooperauve enter-

- prises like cotton gins, stores, and, grist pulls at- each

« project; arranged for medical assistance through specal
arrangements wath local physicians, and helped orgamize
various activities designed to nstill a sense of com-
mumty.* .

By the time the resettlement program got into .fyll
swing. under the RA, however, Congressional hostility
began 0 surface. This was understandable in view of the
fact that the benefuqanes of the program lacked r¥alpo-
litical effectiveness, whereas the powers -thal-be 1n Amer-

" ican agnculture opposed it Congressional criticism was - -

aroused primarily by several, of fhe subsistence home-
e B " stead projects bequeathed tothe RA by the Interior De-
* partmiént in rather poor financial condition, and by two
or three experiments in cooperative farming sponsored
by the agency. In addition, Admiistrator Rexford Tug:

o well’s rhetosic about reordering rural spaial relationships
_"' found litlle favor amoni the more powerful agricultural®
. interest groups and the? frrends on Capitdl HIll. Finally,

&quaily wksome to Congressional critics was the fact that

. * the Resettiement Admimistsaion was operabing inder an
* Executive Order issiied under the somewhat doubtful au-
thotity of the Emergeftcy Relief Act, and thus lacked a
clear legislative mandate for its programs, especially the

resettiement p:ograrn Though only a small part of the-

_Resettlement Admlmslratlon effort, therefore, the reset-

tlemént projects. generated more than their share of po-

litical heat. '4’ . +

In an effOrt o insulate the agency from some of this

" eritlism, F.D.R. shifted 1t 1o the Agncylture Department

in late 1936, !n addition, he supported legislative efforls

' to give ll'!e AgENCY more adequate statutary aulhOrlty
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economists warked with the project women, teaching

The Ba®khead- Jonas Farm Tenant ACT that emy ged from '

Congress as 3 result of these efforls in 7937 wasa bit of
2 disappointment, however. The bill authOnzed tHe con-
unuRion of the RA rehal:ulllatlon program 10 a new?
agency te. be called the- Farm Secifnty Adrnistraton;
" bur it reglected to grant clear authornty fog the agpney
tQ. purchase land, which was crucial to~the whole veset-
tlement expenment. What the Act prOvrded instead was
the so-called” “tenant purchase” program. which pro-
vided-low-cost, 40-year loan’ to carefully selected tenan{ -
farmers to allow them to purchase indwvidual parcels of
tang, From the outset, however, it was,clear that the re-
c:plents of tenant purchase loans would differ markedly
from those -who vere partlcrealmg in the resettlement
effort. As Baldwin notes: ¥'. . . the passage of the Bank- "
head-lones Farm Tenant, Acl did fot signal a formidable
«assault on hard-core rural poverty. . . « The chief: benefi-
ciany of Congressional achion wasa .very modgsl program
for fdrm putcbase loans o selected farm tenants who
could sa‘hsfy what-amounted to banking requirements” ™ -

Nevergheiess, in addimion to the new tenani-purghase
"prograim, FSA did assume. responssbility for the existing
resettlement projects and ‘initiated at least eleven new,
ones as well. *’In Sact, much of the actual operation of
the resettlement prograﬁ*a took place, under ESA auspices;
since few of the projects were-fully operauonal priOr 0
the dermise of theRA and rts replacemént by FSA. 'n

But af the resettlement expeniments survived the swtlch
-t FSA, so did Congressaonal hostility. ~Of all the pro-
grams of the FSA.” reports the author of the most-thor-
ough study of this phase of the,New Deal, "the resetife-
ment pro;eCts atiracted the most unifor
faillur€ ™ Yet this verdict was based on n% sohd body
of evaliative research. and cﬂamﬁr n6 evaluat;ve re-
search capable of assessing the long-term contributions
of the experiments. as observers at the time readily
conceded.” Nevertheless, once the President’s attention
turned toward preparation§Tor war, Congressronaly entics
ganed the freedom they sought 1§ put _arl end t6 this
nicdest expenment. In 1943 the House Agnculture Com-
mittee 0rgan|zed a special subcommittée to conBuct a
delaifed 1nquiry into FSA programs, es pecmtly the reset-
tlement efpenrnenls At the ‘samg, t:rﬁe thé House Ap-
proprations Commiftee began bearing dowrt wlfh even
more than Jts normal vigor. l{pﬁer lhl‘} pressure, and ?l;l
the absence of streng Adminisfration quppOrt, the reset-
tlementrogram was*forced into rapid hquidation. As bf
May 1943, FSA was selling project”lands at the rate of’
500 units a month. * By laf¥ 1945, allbut 232,000 acres
of the useable farm wnd inc orated n the warious,
projects had been sold,, most ‘to appro:nrnately 7,300
farm families as |nci|V|duaI farming umls within an-
other 15 maonths. the resettlement proﬁram had COme lo
an end, and, the Faim Setunty Admunistration 00N after
reorgamized, as the Farmer's'Home Adminstration with a
“far different onientation and rnlsgslon n que -

»
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L, Evaluation Dui;n )

. Although the resettlemept program qua program effec-
" tivefy came to an end-if 1943, however, its impact lived
on in the person of the 10,000 farm families that it
helped (0 acquire land. What became of these famihes?
In particular, what became of the black families that-se-

.cured fand under this pragram; since they were the ones
Jeast iikely to have securedSland wﬁhout the program?

. Was the experiment a “sucgess,” even in the limited

terms of having a discernible, long-tert, positive impact |

oft its most needy recipients, an impact that coul argua-

. bly besaidto have been worththe cost? =+ _

To answer thése questions, it was necessary fo take
three basic’ steps: first, to clarify the goals of the pro-
-gram and the criteria by which -success should be
 gauged; second, to translate these goals and criteria into
. measurable form and devise techniques to conduct the
medsuréments; and third, to formulaie:a way to differen-
tiate effects due to the program from effects due to extra-
neous factors. Because we wege attempling to evaluate a
program -that was over thirty years old when.we began
the evaluation, the problems encountered in pursuing
these steps were naturally severe. The purpose of this
séction is to outline these problems and indicate what
improvisations we ‘employed 1o deal with them,

-
* . Defining Success: Program Goals

The first task irs any policy,gvah'iation is to clarify what
measures can be devised. .Under the best ot circum-
“stances, this is a difficult task requiring a high tolerance

" ~for gontradiction. “The legislatlve history of a program,”
2 ) »Caln and _Hoflistér have noted, typically resembles the

12: . Scriptures py providing “a bpgﬂdless*'sbume of Pharisai-

s

ww o cal counter-interpretations as Id intended objectives.
Add th that the likelihood. of unanticipated or unin-
tended consequences that are justfiably attributable to
the program, ahd the demands on lhe imagination of the
- evaluator become clear. ’

In the case of the resettlement program, these familiar
-problems werg intensified by the peculiar origins of the
program. As we have seen, almost al} of the resettlement
*‘projects were financed out of federal relief funds author-
ized by the Federal Emergency Relief Act of 1933. Yet

mmts or even land purchases. In the Emergency Relief
Appropnat:on Act of 1935, Congress did authorize the
useqf rghief funds “for the purbose of making loans to

“and neéessary equipment by farmers, farp tenants, crop- |
pers, or farm laborers” (49 Stat. 115); but no rmention
was ‘made’ of the G{eseltlemgnl experiments per se. Nor
“did -the Executive Order -establishing the Resettlerent
Admlmstration in April 1935 and authonizing 1t 1o plir-
chase land.and develop projects spell out preCisely what
the goals of these resettlemem projects should be Asa

]

mc

the pragram’s objectives are, so that appropriate impaet™" which  has

) -thls Act_never mentioned - resettlement project experiz.

ﬁmmce, in ‘whole or in part, the purchase of farm lands._-

a,

R ’ . 5 .

ferent expectatons about what resettlement was all

~abbut, 2 sitvation that facilitated expenimentation, but
that also produced considerable smisunderstanding and*
acrimony, and hat cobmplicates the task of evaluation,

In parucular| three major sets of expectations guickly
_emerged. The irst was that of RA Administrator Rexford
Tugwell, whe saw the resettlement program as the enter-
ing wedge of a broad-gauged agricultural and social pol-
icy designed 1o retire hundreds of thoutends of acres of
submarginal land and resettle the displaced ““fatigued
farmers” on newly-organized farm or farm-and-factory-.
‘communities organized around essentially cooperative
principles. The program was thus lo serve the magro ag-

ricultural policy goal of eliminating over-production

while also instilling a new cooperative ethic in the coun:
tryside through such program devices as cooperative as-
saciations, commumly worganization, and long purchase
contracts and conditioned leases designed to keep proj-

ect participants from gowng off on their own before the .

new comrhunity spirit had a tme to flower.™

_ Such grahdigse ‘schemes fell on generally deaf ears
within the Congressional agricultural establishment, how-
ever. For this group, reseftlement had a much less com-
plex objective: 1o reverse” the decline in the number of
autonomous family farmers, nothing more and, nolhmg
less. For example, Senator Bankhead (D, Ala.), one & the
Congressional supporters of the resettlement program,
*justified his support on the grounds that the program’s,
objective was “the restoration of that small yeoman class
been the backbone of every great
civilizaton,”® Congressional agncultugal leaders thus
had hitle patience fag the five-year trial rental perioos
and extensive supﬁ‘;\ built into the RAIFS?A resettle-
ment experiments, *Buring the House Agriculture Com-
# mittee’s 1943 hearings inlg, FS‘cuwues, for example
investigative subcommittee chairman Harold Cooley (D.,
-N.C}- expressed particular opposition to what he cglled
FSA’s “pet pohc:es of Government ownership of land.”
Noted Cooley: “Congress . . . did not-want farm tenants
to become mere wards or tenants of the Government.” #

From the, point of view of evaluating the reseitlement’
program, neither'®f these two images of the goals of the
program seems appropriate. Tugwell’s vision was “frus-
trated -early on by the limited funding and narrow au-

tlement program responsible for the falure to solve the
problem of agricultural over-production or to foster a
new cdoperauve ethic in the countryside thus seems
+  grossly unfair. On the other hand, however, the Congres-
' sional image~of the program’s objectives seems too nar-
row, forgt fails to account for, the program’s focus on
the chronic tenant class and for the spacial meaning ac-
cess to.land had for this class. .
. Fortunately, a third image 15 available that blends *ele-
ments of these other two. Espoused by such RA/FSA of-
~&cials as Will Alexander, a Southern modérate and the
man Tugwell chose as Assistant  Administrfior of theyRe-

v

thority made available to the agency. To hold the reset- -
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34 setttement Administration, this view accepted the }:able
|rkependent family farmer as the major goal of the ex-

' periment, but differed from the simple Congressional
view- tn two Tespects: first, by taking a broader view of

- what wiability meant for a tenant class newly embarked
on land ownership, and second. by acknowledging a

. greatér need for supervision and rehabilitation assistance
+ . o ensure long-term economic stabhty for these prospecs
..*  tive owners. A lbng:tume fhighter for black nghts in 1he
"' South, Alexander recognized that. a1 least for Southern
blacks, \he acquisiion & land meant something far more

. security, lhe"opportumty to develop pnde tn ownership
and to énjoy a measure’of control over one’s destiny—n
+ 2 word. escape from the debnmalmg dependency and
degradation.of the sharecrop system. and the .chance
to become what Alexander called “seli- reliant ind:
viduals.”* Gwven this goal. such program elements
as extensive supervision. (ommunity orgamization, , and
delays in transfernng property title could be seen not as
. devices to promote cQllectivism but rather as necessary
steps in transfofming-a chronically depressed sharecrop-
per population 1o successful farmowners . B. Bald-
win, who served in the RA under Tugwell and then re-
placed Alexander-as FSA Admmistrator n 7940, made
e this argument repeatedly 1n his appearances before the
House investigating commtiee 1M 1943, So long as the
resettlement program sought lo nvolve the really sub-
- merged agricultural .poor nstead of . "skimmmg of the
cream” as was done in the temant-purchase progrim,
Baldwin argued, 1l had to operale a “program of super-
wsed credit” instead of the usual type of credit opera-
tion. Tral rental perods and extensive supervisiod were
neceisary, therefore, precisely to prepare program partic-
ipants for eventual ownership, and to equip them 10 ex-
ercise the soctal and pobugal, as well as economic. inde-

- pendence :t_hts status brought with n ® .

Under this “moderate” view of the goals of
retettlement, 1n other words, some of Mr. Tugwell’s
© methods were defended as necessary tools for the

than mere economic viabihly: it meant independence, "

+

Fy

achievemeni of Congress” aims Whelther disingenuous or *

i «.  not on the part_of FSA higher-ups, this views also proba-

™ bly reffected quite well the Presrdenl’s ndtion of what

’ . resettlement should achleve It essentially viewed the

. resettlement prjects as éfforts to demonstrate the possi-

« " bility—through the prowision of land. supervision, -and

compunity organizabon—of converting the South's langd-

fess agnculwral glass into ~seli-refrant individuals” capa-

ble noL only of économic survival on moderale-sized

- family farms. but also fulf participation in’ the sotial and
political affairs of thewr communties .o

. Given the focus of this répdrt on the black participants
In'lhe :etseltlemeni program and our interest in the les-
' sons this program holds about the expanded ownership

! ’ approach to minonty develupment pohey. thrs shird defi-
RS nition of -the goals of the program seems thg most ap-
. propriate. Accordlngly, we will assess .the achievements

' of the resetlement pYogram not slmply N terms of its

+

L

3 )

sucCess at creating a durable cadre of black landowners
ocf vt (s tenant participants.s but also in terms of the
impact it had un the well-beng. genesal outlook, and
leve! of civiciinvolvement of these landowners.

v L=
Measuring Success: Program Impact Indicators

4

Ta go from broad defimtions of program objectives to
measurable cnteria for gauging success 10 aChieving
those objectives, 3 body of thegry 15 necessary that will
explain~what real world effects that reflect program
objectives might reasonably be expecied 1o resuft from
program activities In the case of the resettlement project
experience. at least as it relates to the black parhicipants
of primary concern to_us here, such a body of theory 15
avanlable 1n the rich soctological and anthropological lit-
erature on the South’s two-caste system.™ what this lit-
" erature makes clear 1s that black landownership has al-
ways posed a challenge to the ngid caste code that has
. long governed Southern hife This code. which subordis
nated blacks n-an accommodating and largely powerléss

posit 1ith respect to whites, rested Eunﬁmentally on
a pe b_chain of dependence of black¥ on whites,
beginn ith economic dependence and extending to

poliical dependence, socal deﬂendpnce. and uftimately
cultural dependence By prowiding an opportumity for

. " setf-employment, managenal experiencé. and considera-

bly enlarged discretion over one’s owh life. landowner-
-ship promysed to weaken this chaih of dependence al Ifs’
most crucial 1ink, and thus 10 alter the behavior palterns
tt produced To the extent this 1s true, therefore, black

« fandowners, while not necessaniy betier off financiaily,

.can be expected to be more self-rehant, better off nutri-
tionally, more secure psychologically. ands more confi-
dent of the future than black non-owners, :

Such gxpeéctanons are supported, moreover, by exnstmg
research, some of it, incidentally, avaldble 1o the plan-
ners of the resettlement experniments For example,
_Thomas J. Woofter's fascinating book on the black land-

_ owning <ommuntty in the Sea 1slands of Sotith Carolma,‘

publnshed in*1930. convinangly documents the postive
nqwr tandownership had on the health, land otili-

zhuofand general sense of self-conhidence of Sea Yslan *

" blacks.'"The organization and outlook on life of a com-
mumity of Iandcm.rners 1s radigally different from that of
Negro tenants wecupying the lands of white ownefs,™
Woofter noted “The ownership of soil has been a deler-
mingagfactor 1 the hves of the St Helena people.”
S0, too, Arthur Raper discovered that black landowners

n Georg,la in the: md-1930s {ended to he Betler off f?

nanclally and nutsttionally thah other blacks and enjoyed
beller access lo cradit and greater prestige, within thewr
own communies,  More recent resgarch T\u confirmed
“come ot thesesame points and derhunstrated as well the
Cuntribunion ewonome, thdependence and property own-

’ ~gpshap makcs tu.hlack political [)drtl(lpa‘lmn Jnd pense

*df efficacy. © _
Taken together. therefore, the avalable literature sug-
gests four hasic indicators that are reasonahle 10 use to

Kl




. measure the extent to which the resettlement program
_ .achigved its objective of producing a cadre of “self-re-
.- liant individuals.” The first is the success project partici-
pants, or blacks generally, had in holding on to resettle-
inent project land. Because the resettlement projects
were generally located in the plantation belts, and-there-

»  fore provided somewhat better land and in larger parcels
than was typically availzble to blacks in these states”

» there js reason to expect that blacks would manage to
hold on to this fand at least as successfulfy as they have
., to other land in the South, and probably more so. The
. second hasic indicator is general weil-being, in both eco-
» nomic and social/psychological terms. Third 1s the level of

_ giodisand fraternal. orgamzations as well as n direct po-
, - litical affairs. Finally is the degree.of “future orientation,”
the extent to, which project participants developed an
entrepreneurial outlook stressing saving and investment

civic participation, including involvement in social, reli-

N . ) ]
¥

To measyre these four dimensions of program impact,
three different methods were used. Fist, a detailed
search of county land records for eight of the thirteen
known all-black resettfement projects was undertaken to
trace what happened to each parcel of land conveyed to
blacks under the projects. The commumity projfcts, and

-

not the “scattered farms,” were exanuned because there’

was no way o determine which of the participants in
the “scattered farm” projects were black, wheré#as it,
could safely be assumgd that all those deeded land from

the US. Government at the all-black community projects

were blacks. The eight projects exarnined were selected’
to achieve a geographic spread, to include both small
and large projects,”and to erbrace the two gases'&here
substantial white and black projects were undertaken in
the same county.” (See Map 1 for the locatioh of these
projects.) Not only did these fand searches yield data on
the success with which original partcipants’ or other

- § for future enjoyment, , blacks held on to their land, howéver, they also gener-
g * », " .

) “ ., . [ ) . . .

v . Map 1 ; T '
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" dted a richi body of material on access to rural credit by
blacks. In. fact, we can compare the capital-generating
capacity of particular parcels of lahd while blacks own it
to ‘the same capacity when whites own the land, and
-thereby gain an exceptionally clear picture of the degree

" . of discrimination in rural credit. '
] . In addition {0 the land and mortgage record searches,
S we also conducted face-to-face interviews with a sample
of 178 of the eriginal project participants we discovered
to be still in possession of. their land. The owners inter-
viewed were chosen randomly from the.lists of original
project participants still in control of their fand that were
‘generated by the deed searches. A special 21-page inter-
view schedule was created for this phase of the study
: and. pre-iested with the aid of four students in Duke
= University’s Black Oral History Program, who then con-’
ducted the interviews with the projec} landlords.” This
intervi hedule was designed o measure the well-
; being, civic participation, and futufe orentation dimen-
sions of reselttlement program impact, a5 well as to learn
something about; the backgrounds of the partcipants
3 - prior to their participation in the project, about the way
the projects worked, ‘and” about what the respendent

;.. example, the mte?néw asked reSpondents about their
- cBrrent income, their néd worth as, reflected 4h owner-
; ship of various assets, their general outlook on life (ie.
theirievel of pessimism or opumism), and the success of
their children, Cwnc participation was tapped throusgh a
battdpy of guestions on involvement in various church or

e participation in pelitical life and contact with the out-
* side world through formal channels of communication.
Degfee of future orientahon, finally, was measured with

questions seeking to determine what sacrifices respond-

‘ - ents had mades to educate lhelr children since 0 a rur-

- al farm Society. where chddren are valuable -as farm

: hands regardléds of the améunt of formal education they

ol - peceive, parents“‘fho keegy their children in school or

*athen(glse invest in their educallons are expressmg a fu—
- {re orientation in the clearest possible terms.

3 . To suppl‘;ment these” interview data, finally, we made
v . use of a wnique body of ‘medical and spcio-economic
" « dati~gathered from the black community in oné of our
¢ .. project <ounties—Holmes Gounty, Mississippi—~by 2
. community-operated Health Research Project working i in
__“; - CQ\tmctu)n with 2 Umvers:ty of Hhnois research Iearn
' Thlsfﬁody of data proved helpful in gauging the contn-
' " bufion“of the reseutlement program o participant weli-
e being - y
T ““Table 1 summarizes this evaluation desngn. noting the
i i hasic indicators of program ﬂ‘npacl and lhe techmques
u*sed 10, measure each.

r

»
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z o . thought about the program. To measure well-being, for |

'EKTC. e

L, % frafernal orgamzau%: ard civil rights activities, as well

v N\ series of aftitude questions and also with a series of -

Table 1 -

Measures of Resettiement Program Impact
on Black-Participants ‘. ~
Type of Specific impact .
Impact : Measures ethod
Land Retention * 1. Percent of origmal  Title searches
owners stiil in control e
of land : .
2. Percent of project Title séarches N
N land still in black
hands
General Well-Baing L, Income, net worth Intesviews )
2. Hypertension rate Health Survey
. . 3 -Social onigk. Infervigws  *
efficacy :
4, f}hjldrqn‘s . Intesviews
cecupations -
. 'S5, Loan experience - lnterviews -
«Civic Participation 1. invclvement in clubs
’ 2. involvement in cwml ot ‘e
rights movement SR
3. Registration and Intesviews -
o~ Jyoting experience . ]
-, 4. Extent of palitical
knowledga
oy _
Future Orientation + L Children"s education . T
: 2. Prowision of 1 R )
Aeducational materials  Infdrviews =
3. Confidence in the .
future ,
.‘ '
Contralling for Non—l’roé’tam tmpacts: Joe o~
The Attribution Problem *_ . e
L’robably the most.diffrcult-task in any evaluauon is 10 o
differentiate program-related impacts from impgets due
to extraneous factors. "Idg , this 15 done by ﬂbtane-
ously collecting information bn an expenménfalg&u}up»of
program participants and a.control group that mirrors«if
Even under the best of circumstances, however, this ideal ~
15 difficult to achleve Sufficient base-hne data are rarefy
collected and program participants and control group
mémbers alike frequently drop out of sight, producing a -
situation that %!w analyst has vividly termed “experimens
tal mortality.” e P
For an evaiuation of'a program now thirly years oid
these problems were naturally only compounded.’ Few
early records are available on the original program par- T
. -~ . ,f'& i
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_ ‘ticipants, and RA/FSA -personnel apparently made no ef-,
- fort to collect data on what would have been the perfect
control_group, namely the black tenants who resided i
the project counties when the projects began, but whow
did not get a chance to participate. Consequently, we
were forced to improvise. In particular, we employed
two sets of control groups against which to compare
program participants. The first consisted of black land-
_*  owners gendrally in the states where resettlement proj-
ects were located. Through Census of Agriculture data, it
is passible to determine how black landowners fared as a
group dufing the thirty-year evaluatidg, period, and thus
1o ‘deterniine whether the better land. technical assist-
ance, and community context that the resettlement pro-
gram made available to black participants affected their
success in retaining the land. The second control group
‘ consisted of a sample bf tenant farters now living.in the
T project counties. These tenants serve as the best proxy
- for the group from which the resettlement program par-
| wadicipants were themselves drawn, e, the tenants living in
e-Preject counties in the mid-1930s. In fact, by using
. -, the current tenants, we probably under-estiate program
- ,impacts, since the tenants who remained in these coun-w
e ties .as of 1974 tended to be the more successful tenants,
. many of whom also served as equipment operators on
; their fandlords’ farms or held other off-farm jobs, By
: comparing the experiences of-the FSA landlords to those
of these tenants, therefore, we can gain what is prgbably
a conservative“ estimate of,pzle impact the resettlement.
a program had on its partiapants. Accordingly, we inter-
. viewed a sample of 100 tenants‘in the.project counties,
o using a slightly’ modifigtl version of the project particit’
5\& ‘pant interview instroment.* . "

E ‘,,‘ * “in addition to these two controls, moreover, we also
_ collected data on the land retention record of a group of
|te tenants who participated in two “white resettlement
proiecls Iocated in the same counties as two of the black
“projects’ we investigated. Furthermore, we investigated
the success of whites who acquired black project land in
. generating (capital against the secufity of this fand.
Though not-a direct measure of program impact on its
., black” part:c:pams, ‘these datz do provnde an empirical
foundatloh against which 1o dssess thé- extent 0 which

- racial factors, inhibited the success of ;bese black parju:l-‘
Pﬂ"t-'l - > . .
~ While hasdly adeal therefore, these various eont_rols do
shed considerable Jight on what has happened to the
“black fesettlement project participants .in_the thirty years
~“tince the termination of the “resettieme program, and
* ‘on howgthose who still retain their land comparé—in so-
e Clai economic, and politidal terms—to the non-landown-
" ing black farm populations in the project counties. Taken

3 th

: E d detertmmg whether the resettlement
- prog:am d|d indeed achieve its .objective of fostering a
L o “cadre M-feha\rm‘mduals" among its black partici.
o phﬁ@ Letus, therefore, examine these data,
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‘the resulting data should carry us a good dis- .
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L. Results

Land Retention:

ina real sense, the most basic test of the resettlem ent
program so far as its black participants are concemed is
the extent of its success in creating a more or less per-
manent cadre of black landowners. As out intetviews con-
firmed, all but a handful of the blacks'who participated in
the program were truly chronic tenants, with.no previous
contact with ndownership.® The overwhelming- major-
ity of them, moreover, stressed their eagerness to agquire
land and a home in explaiming why they ok part in the
program. “| wanted a home and some Jand, but people
didn’t sell tand to colored people in here,” ong Gee's
Bend, Alabama project settler told us. “This thing. let me
have a_mece of the world, and it's worth more than
money.” “There 1s na getting around the jssue,” a Miles-
ton, Mississippt participant concurred, “land 15 the single
most-important thing a man can get for himself and his
farmuly.”

By installing black tenants on 60 10 100 acre plots of
farmland in ,the early 1940s; however, the resettlement
program was runnming headiong against some long-term
trends in southern agncufture that were severely under-
mining the position.of the small farmer 1y general, and
the black small farmer in particular. For example, be-
tween 1945—which is sbout when most FSA participants
gained title to their land—and 1969-—which is the latest
date for which comprehensive data are available—the
number of black farmowners in_the five states -of Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and North Caro-
lina, where our sample projects are. located, declined
from.about 74 thousand to 30 thousand, a drop of 59
percent; and the amount of black-owned farm fand de-
gréased from_4.6-million acres to 21 miltion, a drop of
55 percent.*® In view of these trends, how did the reset-
tlement project participants fare? Did the sp'perlor fand,
generally larger plots, ‘and techrical assistance made
avatlable to black tenants whor became owners under the
resettlement experimenls allow these former tenants 10
hold their own in'the face ol these trends?

The detailed title searches we conducled at eight of
the resettlemient project sites make it posgible to answer
these. questions. Table 2 presents part of the results of «
this work. What it shows'is that 282 of the 556 black.
families that secured Jand in the eight resettlement proj-
écts examined here still held this land—n whole or in
part—thirty years later. Aftoget}er, about 17,000 of the
41,000 acres, of project land still rernalned in the hands
of the original participants. afler thirty Years. ¢

This Pecord comparés well with what happened on the
white. prOJects we examined (5t. Francis River Farms In
Pomseu County, Arkansas, Roanoke Farms, located in
the same county ag the black Tillery Farms projéct in
Halifax, Cﬁunty, North Carolina; and the white portion of
the Tennessee Farm Tenant Security project 1n Haywood

v
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. : Table 2

.

. /\Change in Ownership of Resettlenent Project Land
by Original Black Participants °
kY

Numiber of Black Perticrpants®

Acres Owpad by Oregwnal Black

Projoct Owning Project Land v Participanis® 0
1943 1973 g% chanta w3 L 1w % Chanse ’ /\ ,
Gee's Bend (Ala.} 98 577 T -a8% 10,099 4,309 ~57 4% T
Lakeview (Ark.) 91 I -473 4,580 2,143 -532 y
Mileston (Miss)) 107 u -68.2 8421 1,96 * ~76.7
Mounds (La) 71 - 32 -54.9 4322 1,648 ~619
* Praitie (Als) € 15 -51.6 2873 1,440 -500
. Tenn. Farm . .
Tenint (Tenn) 3 20 -39.3 3,358 1422 -51.7
Ty (M) 94 57 ~46.8 5,815 2,905 »=50.0
Townes (Ark.) 31 19 ~38.7 LI 855 -519
. Totad 556 "z\E —193% 0.7 16,682 —59.6%

original project participants.
County, Tennessee). Of the 202 white participants o
these projects, only 68 stll held any part of thew land
thirty years later; and these 68 accounted for only 4.921
of the total 16,682 acres origmally iwolved in these
, projects. In other words, the number of original owneTs
still in confrol of project land declined by 66 percent on
_the ‘white projecls, compared to only 49 percenl on the
black prajects; and the number of acres in original par-
tigipant control declined 70 percent on the white proj-
ecls, compared ta 60 percent on the black projects. (See
Table 3}

Whether “these results reflect lhe greater determination

of the black participants, the alternative opportunities
open to white participants. or other factors, is impossible
to say. But it does suggest an impressive level of staying
power on the part of the black pafticipants..

This conclusion is further suppocted when wé look a
little more closely” at the land retention data for the

*Original black owners still in controd includes the heirs of actyal

-

black projects. Atfirst glance, to be sure, it appears that
the black recipients of resettlement project land man-
aged 1o hold bn to their land no better than black land-
owners generally in the five states in which the projects
we examined are Jocated. Betwéen 1245 and 1969, the
number of black landowners in these five states dechned
59 percent and the number of black-owned acres de-
clined 55 percent, roughly equal to the respective rates
of dechine on the resetilement projects in these states,
However, the Census figures only cover the period up to
. 1969, four years earlier than our resettlement project fig-
urgs, Assuming that the overall decine in black land

ownership in these, states that was apparent by 1969 e

continued through 1973, then maore recent figures would
show that project participants held on to their land more
successfully than, black landowners génerally. More im-
portantly, Table 2 contans two other sigmificant sources
of under-estimation as well, First,”it fails to take account

Table 3

, ' Change in Ownership of Resettlement Project Lands, ‘ '
X White vs, Black Projects, 1943-1973 .

’ - 3

-

Original Participants *

Acres Owned by Originals

"9 Change

1943 1973 -1943 1973 9% Change
White Projectss 02 . 68 -§6.3 16,151 4821 -69.5
Black Projectst 556 - _ 282 -493 41,247 16,682- -59.6
“$t. F ¢ Farms (Nk) Rearbié Farms. (N.C) Tennessee ' -~ .
LT Fmg'lenaﬂt Security (Tenn.) ,
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of the non-project land owned by these FSA beneficiar-
tes Conceivably. some of those who sald their project
land could have purchased other land eisewhere Fur-
thermore. some of the onginal project participants stilt in
control of project land have acquired addiional land as
well. Indeed, numerous reterences 1n the mortgage rec-
ords make n clear that several of these black project
beneficianes, have bliossomed mto substanhal landown-

. ers, owning sigmficant parcels outside the onginal proj-

ect area as well as several project tracts, Twenty percent

-of the F5A particpdnts interviewed, 1n fact. indicated

that they owned additional land beyond that In the ong-
inal project area. yet none of this acreage 1s reflected 1n
Table 2. This means that the land owned by these FSA

benefioanes 15 probably considerably more than Table 2

suggests. .

A second source of underesumation of program im-
pacts embodied i Table 2 resulls from the exclyswve
concentration n Original program parhcpants in cgzstml
of project land mstead of on controt by blacks generally
In an evaluation ot a 30-vear old program. after all,
Campbell’s “expenmental mortaity * v 4 hteral prob-
fem i program parbapants averaged 33-40 years
old when they purchased their land trom the govern-
ment in and around 1943, this would make them 65-70
years old today Over 60 percent of our FSA-participant

nterview respondents, in fact, were dver 65 years old,

and an additional 27 percent were over 55 A substantial

¥ number of those wha are recarded n Table 2 as having successes 0 far as the Congressional goal of increasing
fost thewr land probably 1dst 11, therefore, through retire- the number of family tarmers 15 concerned. But was it
* ment or death, rather than as a result of some-failuige 1n sirccesstul as well in promoling the broader goal of cre-
the program or n their abihhes as landowners So long aung “selt-reliant andwiduals?” In particular, was the
’ as the fand remained in the hands of blacks., 1t seems view of the resettlement program that anticipated
unreasonable to consider 1ts loss by the onginal owner a broader social and political cqnsequences flowing from
sign_of program failure, Civen_the senous ditficulies the elevition of hlacks to landownerstup status proven
blacks have traditionally encouniered in acquinng feriite correct! To answer these queslxons we must leok at ad:
farm land in the South because of the threat such own- dlhon:ﬂ incicators
Table 4 .
)
Changes in Black Landownership in Eight Former Resettlement A -
- Projects and in States Where They are Locited " ~ 'y
- L} ‘I - - P . - - -- . .3,“
amefremmerreal o msem oMo neme mHE TSl s © Number R . Acres :
. & 1945/23 1969/74 % Changa 1945743 1969/74 9 Change
——— e - i ” . Coee . - . .
All Black Landowners in Ala,, 73,880 30,002 ‘594 4.584'829 v "2.073,897 —~546 . "
BT . Mk, La. Miss, N.C. L : ) '
\ . . = . .
* . Black Landowners on Land 556 573 - ot 31 41247 29.968 . —IM3 -
" Encompassed n B former ) * . » - »
© black reseifiement projects o ! o
Mote: The.1945 and 1369 dates are from the Agnicultusat censuses and apply to the figuees jor a!l’ landowners, The I§43 and
1974 dates apply 1o the FSA fandownkrs—1943 bewng the year most tﬁies were transferred ‘and 1974 bemg the yews
, when our llzle seatches were conducted. - " . . ,
o " )

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ershyp posed 1o the two-caste order, it seems reasonable
to credit the resetitement program with a success to the
exlent that il etfechively created a serses of small rural s-
lands ettectively given over permanently to black owner-
ship. gven 1t the onginal parucipants, as theye reached
old ade. sold their land to other blacks

Veewed from this perspective, the long-term mmpact of
the resettlement experiment 1s stnhing  As Table 4
notes, while the 1otal number of black landowners w the

. »tales where 0dr aight projects were located dechned by

59 percent between 1945 and 1969. the number of
blacks that own resettlement project land actually in-
creased by 31 .percent, even after adjusting for divistons
among hesrs Simiarly. while the tolal black-owned
acreage In these states dechned by 55 percent, the totd!
black-owned acreage on former project Jands dechned
by o substanis#fly smafler 27 percent—about half as
much’

The resettlement experiment thus seems to have syc-
ceeded moderately well in equipping a group of black
tenants with the land and assistance needed 1o make a
go of family farming More than that, it provided the
mechanim tur setiing aside some relatively good agncul-
tural land tor ownership by blacks on a long-term basis.
and thue contnbuted 1o an absolute increave in the num-
ber of black landowners that contrasts sharply with the
geperat dechne of these landowners across the South. In
shon the expeniment achieved some notable long-term
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Well Being . -

One-such indicator is the state_of Bh‘/sncal and emo-
tional well-being of project farmilies, Woefter found in
the case of the “black yeomanry” of the Séa islands that
landownership made an important contribution to faguly
well-being by permitting greater food production and
hence better nutriton. He cites the dramatically Jow in-
fant mortality rate*among Sea Island blacks as proof of
his point, a conclusion more recent nutritional research
would readily confirm. At the same Wime, Woofter made
much of the positive emotional and psychelogical effects
ownership produced by mnsulling a sense of pnde.t” To
what extent can similar consequences be traced to the
resettlement experiments?

Before answering-this question, it is important to note
that the FSA project participants do not seem to have
started off with any discernible advantage. As we have
seen, all but 8 percent were truly chromc tenants, with
no previous landownershup. Their educational levels re-
flect this hmited social and economic statys. only 16
percent of the FSA landowners indicated they had gone
bevond eighth grade in school, well below even the 24
percent figure recorded by our tenant sample.

To what extent, then, did the access to tand that the
resettlement program offered permit these individuals to

escape this status? The answer that emerges from, the -

data we have collected 15 somewhat mixed, but only
somewhat. The first pomnt to note 15 that whatever con-
tribution the resettlement program made to participant
well-being is not reflected very prormunently in current
income figures. Almost half of all the FSA landowners in
our sample repoited tolal annual farmily incomes below
$2,000, and 84 percent reported (ncomes below $5,000
—roughly comparable, or slightly worse, than the respec-
tive figures for the tenants (See Table 5)

. Table 5

Annual Family income Reported by Sample of
FSA Participants and Black Tenant Farmars

Family Incoms F$A Participents Tenants
) n=1m . =82
Ueder $2000 15.7% 4159
$2.000-%5,000 33.7' 378
Over 35008 155 207
e Tel . 9%

S

w - L] .
RIC. . S

100.0%

e . . a =
As an indicator of well-being, however, current in-

e figures ‘may be senously misieading. In the first

.place, qur interview tapped only cash income, thus ig-

noring the vaiue of food products ayailabile to the land-

.

owner from his own farm. More importantly, the income
figures are sensitive to the marked difference i age
structure between our landowner and tenant §amples. As
shown in Table 6, 63 percent of the F5A l[andowners

- were over 65 years old when we interviewed them, com-

pared to only 13 percent of the tenants. The |andowners
were thus more commonly retited, or not actively farm=
ing. .\ fact, 70 percent indicated they were recemving so-
cial secunty, compaved to only 31 percent of the tenants,

' Table 6-

[Relative Ages of FSA Participarts and
Black Tenants in Sample

Age FSA Participants Tenants

. N n=177 R 93

44 years old of less . 24% . 5%
4564 Years ol 344 " o525
65 and over 632 129

100.09% 100.0%,

- . ¢
Sirularly, only 21 percent of the landowners reporteodn
off-farm Jjob—the mainstay of the small Southern farmer
in recent years—compared to 49 percent of the tenants,

A better way to assess the econoruc impact of the re-
settlernent program. therefore, may be to look at net
worth as reflected in ownership of particular assets,
rather than to look merely at current cash income. When

15 ts done, it becomes clear that the project landown-
jers have been considerably more successful than the ten-

- ants in acquiring the cntical accouterments of a mod-

est, rmaddle class kife-style, at least by rural standards—a
car, a refrigerator, an automatic washing machine, a tele-
VISION sel,“elc.\{See Table 7). And, of course, the project
landowners also own thewr homes, which, as one re-
spondent explained, is “the beautifulest thing a man can
ever have, 1o say I'm going home to my own place.”

When we look beyond these physical and monetary
manifestations of well-being at the emotional and psy-
chological ones, moreover, even more persuasive evi-
dence of the long-run impact of the resettiement expefi-
ence on partcipant well-being 1s apparent. For example,
data generated by the Health Research Project tn Holmes
County, Mississippi indicates thit the resettlement proj-
ect participants in that County.are in better nutritional
health and have lower levels of hypertension than blacks .’
generally 1n the county, particularly those owning no
lend ** Our \nterview data seem 1o conlum this Tepant
interview responses reffect a significantly greater senser of
pessimistn_and umidity than 1s apparent is FSA-partici-
pant responses. For example. 49 percenl of the tenants

L
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Table 7 N

. Ownership of Various Assets by FSA Participants
st andiBlack Temants

L1 —_— e e e ———

) Percept of Total Who Own Recorded Asset

[ R S T S
’ FSA Participants Tenants
n=178 n=93
Tractor X %1% ° 29 0%
Truek - 40.3 323 °
Car - 2 59.1
, Refrigerator 972 935
washlng Machina 820 538 -
. Tolephons 888 5.8
1Y 966 - 828 .
Cattle {5 head o more) 4 | - 86

.

registered agreement with the stalement “‘These days, a
person can’l really trust anyone but himself,* compared
to only 31 percent of the FSA landowers. By the same
token, despite the prevailing norms favoring polni’::]}
participation, close to a third of the tenants_expressed
disinterest In participation and 2 sense of complete pow-
, " gilessness, comp to only 12 percent of the FSA land-
ownegs. Finally, en asked if people ever come 1o
them for help with™heir problems, only 30 percent of
- the tenants could answer yes, and only 4 percent could
provide examples of thd help they provided. By contrast,
about half of the FSA parttcipants indicated lhey‘?
_been of assistance to ¢thers, and most could <Cite exarf-
ples. Evidently, access to land provided 2 potent social
and psychological boost to project participants. Their re-
- sponses to an open-ended question.inquirning what dif-
ference owning land made n their lives speaks elo-

quently and forcefully to this point:

“It has made me feel ke a man. | feel 'like I'm
. somebody:”

g I, it's made me self-reliant. ¥t put me in.a posi-
tid not to look to other people to look out for me.”

S ' "It has made me feel secure | didn't have to de-

-pend on anybody for the things | needed. It has
made me feel like a reaf person.”

“it has made me feel mare independent than | ever

felt in my hfe. Owming land makes a person a dif-

ferent citizen than he has been.'He+becomes re-
T spectable and responsible;” *

“It's been a good living. You can rasse all your veg-
. etable needs. Owning 1t gives you a much greater
feeling of pnde. Rather than just working for a
white man, we are able to raise our own children.”

“Owning land has helped us 10 live the way we

. ~ wanted. We worked hard and produced good crops
and it was all ours.” - °

LI

.

-

-

&

“It has helped me‘._a whole lot I'de supported, fed
and educated all of my children Ownting land has
enabled me to do this. It I':as made me live better

“It has been the most important thing in our lves,
It has.given me a chance to be free.”” )

“It's been a great help. It gwves you more recogm-
uon if You're & landholder. N gives you more

»

i\,-r:)lceu"’ “

“It's been yery tmportant. You're your own boss.
You can do what you want It's a privilege to.own
land. It’s hard, but 1It's mipe ™ N

“Well, it kinda gives you a feeling of secunty. Helps
you hold your head up more and increases your
"buying power and things hke that ™ .

“Il made me my own boss. It gave me a home and
the secunty of owning a home. it made me more
wilbing 10 speak out and sfand up

“It has made quite a bit-of difference. It made me
more substanual and mdependent; it has given me

" bargaining power. Anything 1 want 10 do | do not
have much trouble begause I have a leverage.”

“Owning land makes hving conditions bellgr It
brought us up a mighty long way It gives us 3 little
voice and power to help oufselves out.” .

*Ownming land meant | didn’t have to he a slave for

" 4

- mebody else, | always felt independent Owning

-~

. my own land.”

The profound sense of heightened self-worth, socal
standing, and prestge reflected v these comments was
apparently not just 2 figment of the FSA project partici-
pants’ imaginalion, moreover. It fou-nfj more tangible
mantfestation as well, most notably in the success with
which these former down-and-out tenants established
on-going business relationships with lgcal white enter-
pnses. Data on _the loan tifstories of the protect land-
owners provides perhaps the clearest demonstration of
this point. As part of our land search work, we collected
data on all morigages secure¢ by project land betwéen
1943 and 1973, whether the land remained in black
hands or was sold to whites, We thus have avafable a
complete récord of the capital-generating capatity of this
land, both dunng the time 1t was held by blacks and-the
time it was held by whites, .

Given what we know about the character of Southern
rural society during thes penod. we would expect that
blacks would do considerably worse than whites in se-
curing loans, even on the same fand. As reported in

Table 8, however, this turns out not t©© be the case for
the ng landownets. Once we have converted all loans
into constant dallars 10 take account of changes in E-‘U,?
chasing power, and adjusted for the length of time.
quantity of fand actounted for by whites and blacks, the
capital-generating ability of the black fapndowners turns
out 1o’ be roughly comparable to that of whites.” In the
case of long-term credil,‘]n fact, the black landowners

i -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' *
N,
b

_Tabled ~ )
Capllal Generated by Blatks and Whites Through Morlgages v -
P .+ on FSA Projéct Lands,* 1943-1973 - PR
. * (Al figures in 1967 dollars)
T~ Amoeunt Bnnpweé ~ . . Amount Horeowed Per Acre Year .
Short. Long Acre- » Short:~ Long. . .
Term - Tarm - Totak ,  Years® * Térm Term Total
Blacys $3273.126  $7324.308  $10.507,433 722096 $453° $10.14 .$W68 i
* . . .
Whites 1.535.320 1841261 3.376,581 193{930 7w - 930* 1706
s oo v . L]

et S i ae e a e o - :
; . -

AN "acre-year” is one acre of fand owned for one year. A {andown
acre-years of ownership (40 x IO} -

3

-

were actually more succéssful tn. genesating capital
agamst the secunty of project fand than were white
fandowners on this same lnd, Thus black fandowness

' managed to generate an impressive $10.6 myllion of capi-

tal agatnst the selunty of their pro;ea tand dunng the
years they were in control of 1t—an average of $14.68 °
per acre per year—of which $0. 14 pef, acre per year, or
$7.3 millon. was loag-term . regik ;The camparable
figures for whites were 33 4 million dollars ot credit over-
all, or $17.06 per acre per year, of which $9°30 per acre
per year or $1.8 million, was-long-term Eredit.

To be sure, a considerable porugn of the black credit,,
especially the fong-term credit s wag:pr,'owded in the foryrt
of the onginal government loan. However, the white
loan figures are probably comparably aifected by the fact
that loans were fregiently taken oul against more than
one parcel of property—mach of 1t olitside the project
—vyet there was usually no way 1o determine what por-
tion of thé lean 1o apportion to the projct land and
what preportion to apporuor to, the non-project lard.
“charges” the Full amowot of
such [oans to the project land, st probably overstates the
arhoynt of capital raus@d_ by white landowners aganst the
seeunty of preject land. In wiew of this the simidanty an
the white and black loan figures 1s alf the more striking.

Thes important finding about (Tae“relalwe SUCCess o,f
FSA landowners n generaimg capital is . further sup-

ported, mareover, by the lindowners® own accounts. Al- |

though
they

got Deétter terms, and although su'bstanu-'ﬂ numbers re-
ported innmidation attempts by whlte creditoré dissatis-

79 percent of the project landowners indicated

fied with the landowners™ political aclivity' or other, be-

-~ havior, the vast majonty 7.7 .perceml neverthebess

reported “almost no trouble” in getting loans Of all the

types of leans, only land” purcha»e loans seem to have

Q

sProjects covered were Lakewew. Mltes'lon Mounds. Tennessee Farm}Tenanl‘Secnnty Tillery, and Townes,

ought whites had .an easier time getting loans or - -

\

er who wntrols a 4G-acre plot for ten years thus accounds for 400

LY

» v

" caused any sendhs probigms. and even here the FSA
landowners *encountered far fewer problems than the
tenants. As Table 9 shows. in fact, this patiern was fauly
consistent, withnignants reporting more difficulty secur-
ing loans almost whatever the purpose and whatever the
sousce. Evidently, what one’tenant in Halifax County told
usdholds\true. “if a man ain’t got any land, hé doesm't
have any way lo getoa toan Iess,.he has pretty good

. Credit Teferences " If you awn land,” an FSA panticipant

from Alabama ponted out, “"capital 1s more available. if

you own land, you own a piece of the world.”
This 15 not te say,-of course, that owﬁershlp of Iand
obhterated all racial dlscnmmatlon in access to rural
«<redit Fas from tt Loans were Wil Jargely ued to farme
ing endeavars and frequently carnea" stiffer terms than

. were availlable 10-whites, What 1s more. they were avad-

able only ip smalf amounts at a tlme Yel there 45 im-
_presswe evidence here to suBstanhale the view that ac-
cess to land placed these FSA participants on a far more
equal 100tng than would otherwise have existed, and
that 1t consequently enabled them to establish workable

. business relationships with™ tocal white enterprises and

' “c"redat sources In ways that dbntnibuted sigmificantly to a

sense of ‘pride and md{.pendence in short, this mortgage
data and reported joan activity seems tp lend. furthes .
sgbport to the potion that the tesettlement program
made a significant contmbuhion 1o participant well-being,
eepecrally s social and psychologmai d:menmons

In addllaon 10 these data on the well- being of project
participants themselves, moreover, there s some ew-
“. dence i our ddta that these mansfestations of well- -beihg

carned over to the project participants” children, permit-
ting them to adjust mare successfully than the tenants’
children 4 the tensions and problems of migraton Of
the 597 FSA-partscipants® children over 18 years old and
*in the labor forca, for example 42 percent are 1in white

150
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collar occupations. By contrast, only 25 percent of the
comparable group of tenant children hold such jobs.
{See Table '10). Whether this is because of matenal benex
fits, more subtle psychological and social impulses. or
just happenstance is impossible to determine for certan,
However, recent anthropolpgical research demonstrating
the vital tole that land has Played as an anchoring megh-
anism for the black extended family and underhining the
role that this institution has 10 turn played as a crucial
sociahzing and faciitating mechamism in the black migra-
tion process,” certainly lends credence to the view that
the FSA experiments can claim some of the credit for the
apparently successful adjustment achieved by the chil-
dren of the participants.

o~

N

Table 10

Occupal_ioi;ls. of Chitdren of FSA Participants
" ~and Black Tenants

-

1
L

e e e

*Includes only children 18 years &\u and over who are 1 the labor

forea,

‘lllll

N

i

Though perhaps not fully caonclusive, there is thus sub-
stantial evidence here to support the hypothesis that the
resettlement experiment made a significant, positive con-
tnbuton o the well-being of 1ts black participants. Be- -
cause the amount of land prowded 1o participants under
the program was sull quite meager on any absolute
scale, this impact was understandably limited 1in purely
economic terms. at least as measured by cash income. In
fact, the only notable complaint the participants had
about the program as they reflecied back on 1t was that,
as one of them put it, “'we weren't given enough land @
succeed.”” Even In purely economic terms, however, the
program did have an importam impact, allowing its par-

- opants to acquire the paraphernalia of a modest mid- -
dle class life-style, at least by rural standards Beyond.
that, moreover, 1t seems to have contnibuted quite signif-
icantly to particpant well-being in” psychological and
emomonal terms, yielding precisely those attributes of
self-reliance that program planners hoped for. Whether
these people would have fared better had they not taken
part in this experiment but rather joned the wigrant
stream north 15, of course, impossible to say. But it /s

_ Occupation . _ FsA Black possible to say that the program permitted a*cadre of
: . Participants  Tenants former black tepants to survive in the South, to develop
. n = 597* n = 261° a strong sense of self-worth and pride, and to elevate
S— - S A themselves to @ modest middle-class social and eco-
Professions), technical, manazégial 28.6% 17.29 nomic status. 1n thespgpcess, mqreover, it seem 10 have.
’ . \ contaibuted to the success with which the children of
Other white collar | 13.2 - 713 these program participanis coped with the” difficulties of
- B collar; unemployed 1*,1 58.1 - migration themselves. . ‘ ’
s . ; o T Civic Participation "
Tm\' | wI% 100.0% Even more dramatic evidence of. the impact of the re-

sattlement program on the black tepants who partici--
pated 15 avaldable in our Cvic parucipation measures, In
a democrahic polity, ¢ivic involvement and knowlédge

v ~

61 .

, . Ra .
;| ) ' - "
h : Table 9 . .
S . ' . Reported Problems in Securing Loans,
L ‘ FSA Landowners vs. Tenants
. " u (Figures in parentheses are the number of valid responses)
. - . /
e e - o e - . o ) .
. - ) - Landowners . Tenants v ‘/_\
‘ ’ "% noL % n
: Have had problems bu¥ing land .- 99 . {171) 202 (89}
Have hat problems getting seed and subply loans N 131 {161) . . 25.7 (35
Have had problems getting land purchase loans . 269 26) 625 (16}
Have had problems getting house lpans 156 (84) 18.8 +(16)
In general, have had trouble getting loans 223 {175 362 . (6%
Hard to get loans from jocal banks 06 {134) 52.6 (I8) .0
2N Hard to get loans from equipment dealers 282 {103) 421 (89) Y
- Hard to get loans from seed stores 26.6 {109) * 355 3D
-t Hevd to get loans from car dealers 275 {102) 25.0 (44)
Hard 1o get 1oans from Farmers Home Admin, 26.6 {143} . 44.0 {25
l{al_‘d to get loans from Production Credit Assoc. . 10 0' S 1] 67 7 3 v

-
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about civic affairs are central parts of what 1t means to
be a “self-reliant individual.” In fact; even participation
in social and religious orgamizatrons isttmportant since nt
can provide ap -anidote to anomie and insecunty and
thus help sustain the social fabric and contribute to per-
sonal equilibrum. - - :

Because the agricultural depression. that begao m the
19205 did such damage 1o rural social insttutions, the re-
settlement prdgram made the foslenng of civic partipa-
tion 2 central part of 1ts mission The mere elevation of
tendnts to owner status, it was felt, waild contrbute
much to this effort, but this was supplemented as well
by community orgamization and citizenship training activ-
ity " :

Needless 10 say, this aspect of the resettlement pro-
gram was of speaal importance to rural Blacks, whose
organizational Irfg and Qvic involvement ha histontally
been rigidly constrained. by .the operation of the two-
Caste system. What 1s more, as we have noted, access to
land could be espenally potent as a shmulant tQ civic
involvement for blacks since it promised a degree of
economic independence, and hence partial release from
the debilitaurig dependency and enforced passivity that
constrained bladk cwic participation under the sharecrop
system * - .

Intecestingly, as we have seen, the program partici
pants we interviewed seemed to think that the resettle-
ment program worked just as this line of reasoning sug-

/-,;}LE&SIS. Asked what difference landownership made in
h

eir lives, 84 percent of these participants mentioned
the sense of independence and security 1t provided, the
chafice to “bg your ownboss.”

* But to what extent did these landowners make use of
this independence and take partn civic affars? The ev-
dence from our survey 1s striking. in the first place, de-
spite the caste code’s mformal discouragement of even
vicarious blatk participation n cwvic affairs through for-

mal communnications media, the fSA landlords developed’

regular contact with outside events through these media,
and did so far more extensively than the tenants inter-
viewed. Thus, 63 percent of the FSA landowners sub.
scribe to agricultural journals, compared to 44 percent bf

the tenants. By the same token, 40 percent of the®

landowners subscribe to weekly news magazines, com-
pared to 27 percept of the tenants. (See Tgble 1T} These

* disparities are all the more noteworthy given the fact

mentioned above that the tenants, on the-whole, actually
have more formal education than the landowners.
Beyond this vicarious involvement 1 cwic affars

through the formal communications media moreover,,

the project participants turn out to be far more 1nh-
mately involved than the tenants n the organizational
lives of ther communinies, playing important leadership
roles in local church and fraternal organizations. For ex-
ample, 59 percent indicated they had been a deacon or
officer i their church, compared to 24 percent of the

. ]

-

.

_tenants, 68 percent recorded membership in at least one

52

. . Table 11

Acces; 1o Formal, Qutside Information Sources by
Resetifement Participants and Tenants

« Resettlement 'I'enanfs .
, - . Participants nw= 93 o
' n= 176
Subscribes to one or more 63 3%. v W1% ’
farm magazine ~ .
Subscribes to one or more - 103 272
news magazmne ,
Subscnibes to a daily 415 5.8
. hewspaper . : : .
$. e ..

soctal organization like the Masons or Elks, compared tg -
only 32 percent of the tenants. 26 pércent reported
holding an office in such an orgamzalion, versug only 5
percent of the tenants, and 44 percent claimed member-
ship in a farm cooperative, as aganst only 9 percent of
the tenants. (See Table 12)

* Table 12

Involvementpf Black/FSA Pamclpants and Tenartts
in Local Organizational Life

. Resemement : ~
Typs of involvement " Participants Tepants ™~
n= 178 no=93
- e e g PV
Officer or deacen in Eharch £9 0% 237%
4 -
Membership in at least one '
club or socral orgamzation 68.0 * w323,
! *
* Officer i club .. 263" 54 "
Membership in farm co: " .
operative " ) a5, 8.6

»

- " ¥ -

When the vl nights movement came along in the
19505 and 1960s, therefore, the £5A landowners emerged
naturally as crutial foczl contacts and grass roots leaders.
As Table 13 reveals, the fSA landowners outdistanced
the tenants on virtually every wndicator of cwl rights
movement involvement, and the dispanty between the
two groups was greater the more dangerous the actwity. -
(See Table 13} In fact, a full three-fourths of all the ten- .
ants conceded that they had not played a very acuve
role in focal ewit nghts activities at all, even though
these activities are now surrounded by a halosof coman-
ticism By contrast, 53 percent of the FS¢ projectdand-

£
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* risky and that

owners indicated they had played a somewhat active or
veryactive part in the movement.

L4 . -

]

Table 13

Extent of Involvement of FSA Project tandowners and
Black Tenants in Vinous Civil Rights Activities

) Rankeg by Degree of “Dangerousness”
. FSA Project # ;
Activity Landowners Tenants
1 ., =177 n=%
“Attended crvil nights organizabion L
meetings - 73.4% 39.6%
Joined a civil rights organization  49.2 19.8
Worked on Voter Registration 249 86
+ .Signed a petilion protesting . A
actiofs by tocal whites * 54, . ?‘2
Ran for pelitical office 192 7.7
Had an outside coil nights ! ) ’
. worker lwng in home - 124 Il

o

Not ‘only were the FSA-landowners involved in 'the
civit rights efforts more’.extensively than the tenants,
but aINf they were involved earher, dunng the crite
ical period pnor o federal government intervention
in the.voting rights struggie i 1965, It was dunng
penod; after.all, that cwil nghts involvermnent was st

ately needed. From all indications, the FSA Jandown‘ers
compnsed an important part of this cadre of early activ-

ists in most of the projecttounties. This 15 most clearly'

ewdenl in voter registration figures. At the fime of our
tglﬁwlews, 98 percent of the landowners reported they
were registered-to vote, compared to 73 percent of the
lenants. More importantly, close t©o 60 .percent of the
‘FSA landowners reported challenging the restrictions on
black voter rg@istranon before the passage of ‘the 1965
Votmg Rights Act, compared to Onfy 18.5 percent of tHe
tenants. (See Tgble 14). Even after discounting Mese iig-
ures so hat for the age difference between the two
grougsrthis disparity 1s stli sgriking.

. Flhalhh to complete the piciure, this dlspanty e regis-
‘tration finds reflection in actual voung as well,

~four percent of‘the FSA landowners claim to have voted
in lhe 1972-Presidential election, 89 percent’in the 1968
Presidential elecnon, and~88 percent In, the most recent
state election, The Corresponding figures for the tenants
were 68 percent, 56 percéft, and 65 percent. This gap 15
all the more stnking, moreover, in view of the political
scrence firfdings that pohucal parucpation s general!y
highest among persons In the age group of our tenant
sample and begins to taper off M the age group repre-
senled by Ihe FSA landowners.”

cadre of local actvists was most desper-

inety-

Table 14

Timing of First Attempt to Register o Vote by
Black FSA Project Landowners and Black Tenants

A { -
FSA Project
Date Pasticipants Tenants
n = 150* n =92
Pre-196% R L 59 4%, l%
1965-present - 387, 543
Never R 19 272
’ 100.0% 100.09,
’ - PR iy -

"Excludes 15 rasocmdents who registered but did nul" lpdlcate year

>

What erﬁerges"frorr; these data, therefore. 1s rather
strong support for the view that the resettiement experr

. ments had & sigmficant *'sleeper effect” in créating an

important, black, landed middle-class independent arid
confident enough, to shoulder the burdén of challenging

.,
the two-caste system once conditions became npe, Freed

from the dependency of the sharecrop system and ine
vested’with the presiige customanly accorded the tand-
owner In il soaety, the FSA landowners emerged as
_central pillars of local black orgamzauonal hife; limited
though 1t was Whea the cwl nghts movement ap-
peared, momowzf they were availlable to give 1t local
roots and nurture 1t through the cnucal incubation pe.
nod prior to formal federal involvement The resettle-
ment program thus seems 10 have had a substantial 1mp-
pact on the level of civic parbcpaton of s
beneficiaries However, this impact, anticspated in the
mpligt goals of the agency, at least as conceptualized
by some of “its personnel, was neverthetess dormant
throughout much of the early post-program period,

_emerging only after more than a decade had €lapsed.

Future Orientation s

-

. i
One itnal potennal resettlement program impact that

—deserves scrutiny has to do with the effect of the expen-

ment on the participants’ orentabion towards time. Ban-
field and others have argued that the poor are chroni-
cally afflicted by a preoccupaton with the present that
makes them unwilling to resist present gratifications and
thus upable to snceease future benefits—especially the
benefits of escaping from poverty” The resettlement
pragram, and the “expanded ownershp” philosophy it
reflected, by contrast, rest on the conviction that whak
ever preseni-onentation qmight be exhibited by the poor
15 more a consequence of the sttuation 10 which the
poor iind themselves than 1t 15 a consequence of same
deep-seated and irreversible cultural trait Také a shares
cropper schooled in the culture of poverty and give him
access t0 land, went the theory, and the result will be a «
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atizen as thoifty, responsible and “tuture- onenled

any middie-class burgher, so long as enough ume' 5y a[-
lowed to elapse for the curatwe eftects of opportuiity
and responSIbnlltY to do their work.

Since the ’ culture ol poverty,” or “present orenta-
tioh” thesis has provided much of the theoretical pushiti-
cation behind thg anti-poverty imitiatves oi the recent
past, it is important to evaluate ity validity \n’companson
to that of the theory embodiedan the “expanded’ owner-
ship” approach. fortunately, the data we’ collected make
H possible to do this. at least in part Indeed. when we
tes) these alternative thepnes agamst therevidence gen-
ératéd by our research, some cugious «and important

findings- emerge. . e 7

In the first place, tif®e tenants ar!,doFSA landowners
seem 1o have stnkingly srmilar, pot, d;s@rmdar ofienta-
tians toward tine. Both groups seem deubtful. on hal-
‘ance, about the proposiion that o.rs “better to “five
pretty much for today,” and both are overivhetmingly m
agreement that “blacks do have a chance to'make some-
thing fqr themselves n the South ” {See Table 15)7'At
feast so far as avowed values are concerned.- therefore.
there does not seem’to be any class culture at work here

- atall.-

-
[l

-

Table 15

&=

N

Responses of FSA Proiect/(andowr;eri and Black.Tenants to .
Attitude Questions Yapping Degree of Present-Orientation

3

v
.

When we louh, behind these avowals at actual behay-
ior, however, some s:gnfﬁcan! differences appear. forex* '
ample, some 43 petcent of the £SA landowners inditated
they had purchased an encyclopedia, compared to only
29 percent of the tenants. This s significant since, in the
rural South, the encycIOpcdra salesman i 3 kind of “lit?
mus paper” of class culture, testing the extent to which
facilies are walling jo sacnfice thew hard- eaﬂied mon ey
for the futire education of their children.

Q
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- FSA Project .
[ . . - Landowners . Tenants
n=1i7- =82
¥ 1. Nowad#ys, a person has  « T IO
> fofive pretty much  Agiee « 1 30% _ 39%
for today ¢ Disagree 0 = 3|
- . I
2. The condition of the ¥ . .
sverage man is getling  Agree 18%' 82%
S porse : Disagres =+ 22 18 .
3. Blacks do have a chance ' _
s " to make something for  Agree %% - 7%
themselves in the South Disagree - 2 ° 4
. 4. I you sigrt changing .
things very much, you  Agree - 380, 47%
. suallymake them worse Disagres~” 52 53
. ., ;

A simiar dispanty emerges when we compare the ed-' '

ucational levels attained by FSA-partidipant and tenant

chifdren In.a generally impovenshed rural farm.society,

" somethlyng called "daqs cullure,

-

) are ancluded.

54.

where children-are useful as breadwinners regardless of
their [evel ot tormal educan(rparehte who ‘choose to
try o keep thew children i sihool or osherwise ‘mend
10 therr educatian are thereiore expr‘essmg a futyre or-
entation (n the dearcest posaible terms. And. as Table 16
reveals, the-FSA landowners seem to have done thi® sig®
nificantly more extenswvely than the_tenants More than
55 percent of the landowner chiddren over 18 years old
completed high school, compared to only Ly} percent of
the 1enant chitdren ‘over 18. While allowances must be
made for the ‘obstreperousness o youth. this difference
stll seems noteworthy Interestingly,- howevdr, the ten-
anls mierviewed were as eathusiastic about the mpor-

tance of educat™ and the need to make gaqrflces for it -

ax were the landowners The gr&rter succesy of the land-
owners this respect does nol*seem to reflegl, any
dufer 1n‘wa|ue> orptbiuded on their past, therefore,
but rather the gffater freedom and giore substantial ré-

sources that centiol over their .own land Bave them to ,.

put these values mio pracice To the ‘extem s 15 true,
1M seerms reasonable to credin the resBilement \expen-
ments with a real contribution not only 10 the orginal
geherabion of blacks who secured land under them, but
to"their children as well. In the process, however, these
findings discredit the vigw that the dtspaﬂhes in behav-
10t between tenants arid landowﬁers dre a'funchon of
"present-orienta-

(L s

-

Hon

g - e

‘Only chidren 18 .years of age or o1der at the time of the inlerview

- ﬁ LIRS ..
¢ LY wy -"
. Y€ @ . :
hY .
. % - %
4
’ , - - - . ‘
: - Table16
Amount Qf Education Recewed by Adult Chuldren )
HOFSA Project Landowners and Black Tenants * -
’ v + - L) 9 + . - .
. - : - Chetdren of FSA _ Chyidren of
. Pypect Landowners® Yenantss:
N n =731 .- 363
.~ Kdn High “Sehool Graduate sMeo | 57.6%
fﬁgh. Schoo! Graduate » 554 . 424
A 100.0% 1000%

’ &




-

The resettlemenl program that was viiified and chal-

. lenged as a wasteful expe;{dnure of the tax-payers’

“ money thus appears, from the perspective of thirty years,
to have been a quite impressive social acton undertak-
ing. To be sure, the resertlement projects provided_no
mﬁlon?‘and thus can hardly be defended as central_ele-
ts in asnational farm [:).:_)Iu:yw But as elements gf an
enlightened anti-poverty policy aimed at alleviating the
problems of chronic rural poverty and fostering “self-re-
liant individuals,” they have much to recommend them,

At least for the blacks who participated, the resettlement
program had a substantial, long-term. positive 1mpact,
creating a permanent cadre of black middle-2lass land-
owners in possession of decent agriculiural Jand and thus
able to escape some of the chromc, suffening and debili-
tating dependence so common to'black sharecroppers in

+ the South. Partially insulated irom the pressures of eco-
nomic dependence, these farmowners functioned as
strategic links in the spread of. democracy in the South
during the 1960s and served as well 10 cushion the
strains of migration on their children, The ope serious

drawbaak was that by restricting uts recipients to 60—133/

acre plots, the program failed to provide them with the
‘wherewithal to take a very active part in the mammoth
techni¢al changes that have swept Southem agriculture

* overall cure for the problems of agricultural overproduc. -

in the past. two decades. Yet, it has left.behind a hase
upon which larger-scale, black, land-based enterprises
could be built.

Even f we 1gnore the savings to the pubhic i tesms of
foregone welfare costs, the benefits of this expenment
thus seem substantial. But what of the costs? What was
the price of putting this cadre of black tenants on the
road 10 self-regeneration? Table 17 presents the data that
are avallable, showing the net cost to the govemment

- for six of the eight projects examined 1n detail here. The
figures are striking. After adding the costs of land pur-
chase, land development, community faciities, and oper-
ating expenses, and subtradmg the income the govern-
mept received during the trial rental penods and ,the
retuens from sales of project lands, the total outlay for -
these six pro;ecls cothes to $1, 17,320, or a2 mere $2, 273
per family. And if we consider only thé costs directly re-
tated to the development of the farming umits {1e. ex-
clude the costs of the communily facilites, mrany of
which were later deeded to local governments), the total
net cost comes to only $238.041, or $460 per family.
Here, certainly, 15 social reform on the cheap Even if we
were to add the “opportunity cost” to government of
having s capital tied up n long-term loans to small .
black farmowners, this general conclusion would not

* change substantally. Considening'its long-term impacts,
the resettfement expéﬁmem_at least as 1t apphed to the
blacks in_the projecis we have examined—seems o have_/‘

. been well worth the cost.

" il
- . :
- R . .
Table 17 o : '
o Net Gost fo Government of 5ix All-Black ResettiBment Prolects . . '
- . . . ‘as of june 30, 19454 N - .
. [
—— Ld £ N S s
Projct 1 2. 3 ! 4 15 6 ' 7 8
- . Units Coat of Land Operahng Income | Return on Hat Cost Net Cosl Net" Cost (—)
N . Covered 4 Development 4 : Seles (2 + 3= Pet or Protil {+)
= . inctuding {49 Femily Per Femily
) cOmenLnity ot - {excivding
> ‘ facutilres) ¥ compunity i
. . - facihities) .
i . : : S e i m e ——— __l__... m e —— m—— s :-., e e it e —— — ~
- Ger'sBend {Ma.) B8 - §$ 3NS50 371016 $ 48,360I $ 123,300 $ 217856 $3.157 ~% 5
=" Lakeview (Ark.) 124’ “819.871 141,545 118,058 4353?3 358,285 ° 2,889 - 1,074
Milaston {Miss.) 107 730,511 103,375 65.458 592428 . . J 86,000 1,738 = 195
Mounds {La.} 142 ] 7&8,340 63,739, 88,157 548,745 215,177 1515 & 24 °
_ Prairie (AM.) 2% " 148632 34,144 13,659 87,395 81,722 318 - 1532
Townes (Ark) k]| . 163,6&0~ 28,053 40,562 150721 - . ) 15 ., + 34
el .- BB §3,010534 LS ST LSOV, IR T v

Sourca: Houu ﬁpmpmtms cqmmfﬂee.ﬁhe‘attuss. 1948 1404- 1409 1411 1419 (Gasts reported hede are pro- rsted on lhe basts of the num
hie of units sofd'as of june 30, 1945, No such pre-rating was done i the orginal,)

*Dals on the Tillery Project weie repor!ed together with Lhe data on ihe adjoining white prolect maklhg 1t mpossable to delermme-eosls for

Tiihrr am The same was true for the black and white portions of the Tenaessee Farm Tenant Secutity Project. Accordingly, the data here

. cover galy six of the’ eight projects examned in thus refort. : . .
. - < N 2 ) . e . :
.. * i ) L . * * . . .
L ‘ \vo 5 5 7 " +
s LY T ) l \ « . 4
"~ R
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~ The lessons ‘for policy makers and’students of social List of Tables ) b .
" welfare policy should be clear. In the first place, this . .
- evalugtion of the  resettlement program underlines the Table Number ¢ . Page
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any absolute scale, coafmmg participants to fairly limited y Resettiement Participants and Tenants ... @4
livelihoo8s and offenng httle Opportunity for substantial’ 12. Involvement of Black‘FSA Patticipants and - ‘
-subsequent devefopment. To-improve on this record, Jenants in Local Organizauonal'iife ........ L4
therefore, future “expanded ownership” type programs 13. Extent of Involvement of FSA Préject Lands
muét be more subsl* tal, prowding resources ample owners and Black Tenants in Varous Civil T
* enough for each participant to make a real start. What Rights Activites  Ranked by Desree of~
>~ should recommend the expanded ownership approach to “Dangerous™ ... ..ol 45
the attention of pelicy-makers, in other words, is not its < 14. Timung of First Atlempt to' Register 10 Vote
. cheapness, but its potenty andeffectveness, its ability o by Black F5A Project Llandownets jnd
- hélp people -.cope with poverty without pushing them Black Tenants ...........00c.ene, Voo 45
into dependence; its proven success in fostening “seif-re- | 15. Responses of F5A Project landowners” and -
> liafit individuals” instead of welfare serfs. These, atany Black Tenants to Altitude Questions Tapping .
rate, are_the lessons of the resettlement program In ah Depyee of Present-Orientation ...7........ ad
LS age- of wdespmad cynicism- about governmental per- % 16. Amglint of Education * Received by Adult
\g\h, fom'lance parucularly in the area of social.pohcy, thedre- Children of F5A Project Landowners and  * ¢
s settlement pjogram thus providesra refreshing counter- Black Temants ................ 2ol e 46
. example, and oné that may point the way toward a 17, Net: Cost to Government oOf Six ‘Al-Black
Lt beuer approach for the future, | * Resettiement Projects 3s of June 30, 1945 ... 47
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- Appendtx [ 49
i New Deal Resettlement and Land Rental Cooperalwe
- i Projects Involving Blacks .
. N
—— e cvnmmmrer r = wam ar wr— e oo e o — . _* -
I. ALL-BLATK PROJECTS .
STATE s PROJECY COUNTIES W), 3 ACRES YEAR
* (Famlies) * o SrarTeD
[
. Alabama *Cee’s Bend , Wilcox - 99 10,188 1937
. *". & Prine Farms Macon k| 3.169 936
Arkansas Desha Farms Desha, Drew 88 4418 1936 \
o ‘lakeview tee, Phihps 135 8,005 NA, 4
¥ *Townes Crittenden 37 1,921 -~ 1936
Georgid Fhint Rivers Macon 146 12,63h 1937
~  Louisiana *Mounds- = Madison, 149 11,896 1936
T - £ Carroll
Mississipp *Mileston , Holmes 110 9,350 1936
~ ‘\ - '
North Carolina *Tlery | Halifax 94 5.815- 19?6) D
South Carolina Allendale Allendale 17 11,395 N A, 2 ‘ N
. Tverion " Sumter 29 1767 T 1039 W
Tennessee *Tenn. Farm  , Haywood + 33 3,358 1936. Cod e
. Tenant Secunty  Crockett,
- p Y Madison, ' ’
. .. PR + Caroll . 3 ‘ .
Texas Sabine Haprison, 80 7986 | « 1936
‘ Panola . . :
oo 1 x LA " t J— e et et e e — = - - ‘T
. SUB-TOTAL § N 1,151 - 91492 .
\\g\' ) e R ——— . . e e e ———— oo
| 0. INTEGRATED PROJECTS o ' . o
19 Scattered Fare Projects T~ Ly 70,000
* . - 1 .
GRAND ’TorAL . UL T ‘—'"z,_ié“s“"“m **'“1'31‘,69"2" T
Sources Sterner, The Neg-o's Share, pp 423-42%;, Holley. “The Negro and the New Deal” p 58, House Agri- .
-.. culture Commilee, Hearings on the FSA ( 1943), pp. #124-1139 . .
'!’rolects\ analyzed in thus report. '
]
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The fi=st siep in tracing the Owner'ship of resettiement
project land was to locate all of the_onginal grants
Tldeed<y from the government. This wassasc?omphshed by
checking .the direct index to deeds {which was normally
located n the register of deeds office or the office of
the probate judge! for land grants by the government
during the 19405, the penod when the resettlement proj-

contating the pname of the grantee and a nolation of
where the deed was recorded {given by the book and
page numbef). Next. each deed was checked to insure

. - that the land involved was actually part of the resettle-
ment project (This was nosmally specified in the deed,
but in some cases, the property description, ie. Town-
ship, range. and section, had to be checked agalnst the
plat map of the project, whith was on file 1n the court-
house ) For each parcel of project land, the price, unit
number, date of sale, md acreage were recorded

After a complete Ilsl of the original owners was ob-
tained, the land transactions on éach umit were traced by
scanning the direct undexes for activities of each owner
This was accomphshed b§( taking each unit a?aduwdually,,
and carefully checkmg the'sndex for the owner’s name,

«  Each yme the fand was mortgaged, sold. or an easement
granted. the researcher would record it. Each transaction
then had to be checked in.the deed and mortgage books

=.ta insure that the preject land was involved, and t rec-
ord relevant informatron, ie amount borrowed. interest
 rate, source of mortgage, duration of mortgage, and date

paid off. - - -
After tracing each unit, the proi:oerly tax records were

this information was then” checked against the lists_of

transactions 10 make certain that 1t was accurate and

complete. in addition, the assessed value of each unit of

the project land was recorded at three points i time:

when the land ‘was sold by the government. when the

Jand was traced By the regearcher, and a year midway
; between the two ) .

In the case of two of the Projects which touched two
or more counties {Mounds Farms 1n Lowsiana and Ten-
nessee Farm Tenant Secunity), land tracing was*restricted
to the county in which most of the" project’s land fell
{Madison Parrish for Mounds Farms and Haywood
, County for Tennessee Farm Tenant Secunty)

> - ’
’
‘ . o el
Q . [
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ects were liquidated. A hst of these grants was compiled,

used to determine the present OWHEr of the |and. and-

L asustance 0f Romus Broadwas, Albert Broussard. Marsha Darling,
+ Alphine jenterson, Robert Sullivan, losepls Caren' and David Perry
The st four, administered 2 detaled questivnnaire to resettle.
ment prujc t pﬂl’lt(lp-!nh 0 Ing states, and the latter three col-
fectvd yuluMinous land and mortgage data (overing 3 tharty.year
ur e shan Eor efmdht rescttlement projects To gl of them.” | am
de. ply graterul Thanks are also due the Othice o) AMinonty Busi.

niss ¥ﬂtw;}mc of the US Depariment of Commerce (or the
nnencial  assaslance that made thys inquiry possible  Naturally.
howes er, futl responsibility for the design of the hquiry, for the

" tomstruchion ¢i the data gatherning instruments. and for the anal-
vus and atertretation of the resills w the author’s

' National Advisory Council on Minority Enterprise;
Minoniy Enterprise and Expanded Ownership  Blueprint

for the 1970s (Washington® Govefnmént Printing Office,

1971), p. 5.

p. 1031, cited m trving Mark, “The Homestead Ideal and
Conservation of the Fublic Domain,” Journal of Econom-
(s and Sociology. rzj/{we:n._p 269

*This stress on manonty ownership ot equily resourcCes
was most clearly evident in the so-called “black power”
theories  See, for example, Sickeley Carmuchael and

Charles V Hamilton, Black Powen The Politics of Libera-
tion i America INew York Vintage Books. 1967)..

* Expanded Owaership, prepared by the Sabre Founda-
tion by John McClaughfy, with the assistance of Samuel
Sherer, Cynthia Kappus. and lames D Smith (New York
The, Sabre Foundation, 1972}, p. 17.

" The Office of Economic Opportumity’s evaluation of
the Special Impact Program s a case in point "Author-
ized by Tutle [{d} of the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964, this program created jocal community develop-
ment corporations lo undertake, economic development
acbivities 1n different locales Although OEO, in letting
the contract for evaluation of this program, made the
unusudl gestuf® of permistting a two-year evaluation pe-
nod. even this hardly permitted the assessment of fong-
term changes that 15 called for. See. An fvaluatign of the

"SIJE'/JI Impact Program., Abt Associates, Cambrndge. Mas-
sachusetts

* Congressional G-’?e, 37th Congress, Part 2 (18617~2},

»

For general observations' about the importarice of the

tume dimension 1 Cvaluatve research. see Lester M Sal-
amon, “Fellow-Ups. Let-Downs, and Sleepers The Time
imnension in Policy Evaluation,” in Charles Jones,. Public
Policy Yearbook (Beverly Hills, Calif  Sage Publications,
1976)

o Becaus&a resettilement project grot:ged together a
host of undertakings launched by several different agen:
cies, these numbers are pecessanly rather sough They
are based on materal avaidzple in the following sources.
US, ®ongress, “House Comeauttee on Appropriations,
Hearings on the Agnculture Department Appropration
Bidl tor 1947 79th Congress, 2nd Session. p 13907 Paul
K. Conkin. Tomorrow a MNew Worjd T!'re New Deal
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Appendix Il ’ ’ Foonotes ’
- Methodology for Tracing Ownership of PART 2 ‘ ‘ ’
Reseftlement Projett Land .
B ' &l igOR'S NOTE  This repott henehited Kreatly from  the




‘expenditures.” However, this judgment does not seem to

Problem-and Modern Democracy, Harper Torchbook Edi-

. ministration, Toward farm Security (Washmgton. 1947}~
T'~&9

- ‘ )
"8 Holley, “The. Negro in the New Deal Resetllqment
Program,” pp. 58-60, Conkin, Tomorrow a New World,
pp 197-209, Personal Interview with Mr James Bryant,
FSA .director at Mounds Farm, Talulah, Louisiana, Febru-
ary 8, 1974

 Baldwin, Poverly and Politics, p. 190.

Commiunity Program (ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1959); Donald Holley, "Th& Negro in the New Deal Re-
settlement Program,” New South, Vol. 27 No 1 (Winter
1972}, pp. 53-65. Sidney Baldwin, Poverty and Politics.
The Rise and Decline of the Farm Security Admipsstras
tion (Chgpel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press,
1968). pp. 111=113, 214=217, 336-339, Richard Sternér,
The Negro's Share: A Swdy of income, Consumption,
Housing and Public Assistance (New York: Harpe? and
Brothers Publishers, 1943}, pp. 307-309, 423-424; US.
Congress, House Committee on Agnculture, Hearngs of
the Select Committee to Jnvestigate the Actvities of the
Farm Securty Administration, 78th Congress. Tst Sesston
(1943}, Part 3, pp. 1124-1131. For a list of the known
black resettlement projects, see 1he ,Appendlx to this re-
port. ‘

T John D. Black 1o Dawvis, {nd), 1943, p. 38. cted n
BaldWwin, Poverty and Politics, p 216,

-

* S Congress, Howse Agnculture Committeg, Select
Committee 1o Investigate the Activitigs of the FSA, Hear-
ings, Part |, pp. 49-53, Part It p. 1030. Unlike the RA
projects, the FSA took care in the new projects not to
purchase the jand 1self, but 1o establish local corpora-
tnons—irequently composed of locat fSA officials—which
formally purchased the land vtlizing funds leaned to 1t
under the rural rehabilitavon program Several ¢xisting
projects were also shifted 1o this new arrangement. In
*1938-39 afone, arrangements were made for 827 farmlies
to combine and lease 17 cotton plantations in Arkansas,’
Mississippl, and Louisiana, Baldwin,”Poverty and Politics,
pp. 105-106 . .

$Baldwan, Poverty and Politics,y p. 216, emphasis .
‘1 Baldwin, Poverty and Politics, p. 115, .

added. In his 1959 study of the resettlement projects.
Paul Conkin does veniure the judgment that “For each
dollar expended, the communities represented more
tangible ‘enduning achievements than most other_rehef

* |n one o the few academic evaluations of the reset-
tlement expenence. for example, the author ook pains
to siress that “not enough time has elapsed to permit a
mature judging of the results.” George Wehrwewn, “Ap-
praisal of Resettlement,™ ,'oyrnal of Farm Econormcs, XX
{1937), p 190. See also- Leonard.Saltes, Ir., “Reseafch -
and Subsistence Homesteads,” Rural Sociology, I 1937,

be based on any systemanc calculations of relativey costs
and benefits, of we are t0 judge by what Conkin presents
in his book, which is essentially a detalled account of
the intellectual and programmatic hustory of the early

New Deal com mumty program. Conkin. Tomormw a New pp- 208-210. toe ) &
World, p. 331.,, 7~ B House Agnculture Commmtiee, Hearings on FSA
(1943);1, 6, . -

i Conk‘m, Tomorrow a New World, pp. 98-116.
® Baldwin, Poverty and Pohttcs p. 62 ¢

A Baldwin, Povesty and Pohiics, pp. 64-67, Conkm,
Tomorrow 2 New Won'd pp. 131=145.

S ULS. Congress, House Committee on Appropriatlons,
Hearings.on the 1947 Agriculture Department Approprra-
t:ons Bift, 79th. Congress, 2nd Session {1946}, p 1390

= Glen G Cain and Robmson G Holllsler, *The Meth-
odology of Evaluating Social Action Pregrams,” in Peter
Rossi and W Wilhams, Evdlpating Social Action Pro-
grams, p. 114; see also Edward A. Suchman, fvafuative
Research Punciples and Practices in Public Service and
Soctal Action Programs (New York: Russefl Sage Founda-
tion, 1967} p. 37. ] '

* Herbert Hyman,.Charles R. Wnight, and Terence K.
Hopkins, Apphlications -of Methods of E\Fh!'uauon.-.four"
Sludres of the ‘Encampment_lor Citizenship (Berkeley:
University of Califorma Press, 1962}, p 26, Henry W.
Riecken, The Volunteer Work Camp. A Psychological
Evafual:on (Cambnidge, Add:son Wesley Press, 1953, pp-
16~17. F

“* Execultve Order 70'27,, 1936

iz Gunnar Myrdal, An Amenican Dilemma The Negro

tion {New York: Harper and Row'Publishers, 1944, 1962},
Vol. I pp. 253-258, 265-270; Holley, 'The Negro in the
New Deal Resetilement Program,”” p, 54; Charles S lohn-
son, Edwin Embree, and Will Alexander, The Collapse of
Cotéon Tenancy {Chapel Hill: The Unwersuly of North
Carolina Press, 1936} pp. 34-63.

IRTES Departmem of Agnculture, RarmxSecumy Ad-

"4 iohnson, et al., Coffapse-of Cotton Tenancy,, Sterner,
The Negro’s Share; Arthut F. Raper, Preface to Peasantry
{Chapel Hul: The Unwersny of - North Carolina PRress,
1936). , .

LI

12 eoqkin, Tomorrow 2 New World, pp 146176,
Baidwtn, Poverty and Potitics, pp 103-106.

* Rexford Tugwell Cooperauon and Rcselllcmenl,
Current Aistory, XLV (February 1937), Conhkin, Tomorrow
a New World, pp 102, 183160, 202. Rexfnrd Tugwell,,
“Changing Acres.”” Currenl Histofy, XLV (September

* Baldwin, Poverty and Politics, p. 106108, - 49361 Baldwin, Poverty and Politics. pp. 87-89.

7 Cankin, Tomorrow a New World, pp. 167, 336-337.

1

* Quoted 1in Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, p 87,
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(1943}, p. 7.

-

¥ House Agniculture Comm:!!ee,,‘Heanngs on FSA,
1943, Part I, pp. 20-21%, 55.

H will Alexander. “Rural Resettlement,” Southemn Re-
view. | (1936), p 532. See also Alexander's Foreword o
Acthur Raper's Preface to Peasantry, which calls for e
“new land policy’” that will rehabulitate people as well as
tand .by “affording an opportunity for ownership of the
land by the man who works st”
{Chapel Hill: Umversity of North Carolina Press, 1936), p.
X,

Preface to Peasantry”

2 House Agriculture Cohmmittec. Hearing on the FSA

* See FDR’s 1937 State of the Union Message, quoted
*in Baldwn, Poverty and Poltics. p 167.

M See, for exarnple, Allison Dawvie, Burleigh B, Gardner

" and Mary R Gardner, Deep South A Socal- Anthropofo-

gical Study of Caste and Class (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1941), lohn Dollard. Casie and Class in

‘Southerntown (3rd ed, Garden City, NY Doubleday &

Co., 19571 Anne Moody, Comimg of Age . Mississepi
{New York: Dual Press. inc.. 1968), Gunnar Myrdal. An
Amencan Dilemma  The Negro Problem and Modem
Democracy (New York. Harper and Row, Inc.. Torch-
book, 1969, parbcularly 667-736. Horlense Powder-

.maker, After Freedom A Cultural Study n the Deep

South (New York: Russell and Russe:ltﬂ%gJ

TS J. Wootte;., ir, Black Yeomanry Life on S5t Hel-
ena Island {New York Henry Holt and Cumpany, 1930},
pp. 245,137, ¢

% Arthur Raper, Preface to Peasaniry, pp 138-141.
3 Lester M Salarmon ang Steven Van EV%A{)-

athy, and- Discrimination A Test of Three Exp s of
pohtical PafliCIpa(IOI"l American Political Swienee Re-

wew. Val. 67 {December 1973), pp 1288-1306

¥ William A, Stacey. Black Home Ownership A So-

_ ciological Case Study of Metropolitan lacksonville (New

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

York‘ Praeger Publishers, 1972}, pp. w1, 82,

™ As Raper makes clear, blacks couid usuaily only buy
land not ?fslred by whites, and_even then only by
means o @ most exacung apd highly selective prOce-
dure ' Rapér. Preface 10 Peasantry. p. 122.

12 Appendix | records the location and aze of eich of
the projects selecied. ‘For a detailed descuption of the.

methodology used 1n tracing these land fecords, see Ap-
pendx 1. | am ndebted to Robert Sullivag for tficing
Quwnership pafterns gt seven of these sites, and to Joseph
Carens and David Perry for 17acing the erghth

1 These intem;ys were conducted during the sum-
mer of 1974. The interviewers swere Marsha Darling,
Romus Broadway, Albert Broussard and Alphine fefier-
son. Their skill and resourcefulness in handling 1his diffi-
cult chore are greatly appreciated Also immensely help-
ful was the assistance of Professor Lawrence Goodwyn,
Director of thie Duke Oral History Program

L . - rl
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The teble Below records the poputthons and 1arget

sample wizes for each of the projects Sample sizes were

determined using standard «<malf sarffhle procedures, and
respondents were chusen with the ad 0f a random num-
ber table from hsts of ongmal progect participants dentr-
fied 111 aur land surveys as heng <ull 1n possession of
their land For thes purpase, hesrs of onginal participants
were constdered appropnate respondent?.

FSA Participant Interview S_;lrnple
-

Total Onginal Qwners Stll . Sample
Project . 1 Control of Prolact Land Size
Gee's Bend (Ala) 57 kL]
Lakeview (Ark) - 48 2
Mileston (Miss ) KT 28
Mounds Farms (La) ! 32 26
Tillery (NC) 32 24
Tenn Farm Tenant 20 14
TYownes (Ark.} A9 15
_ToTAL 742 178
N N\

» ] -

. r

- 1 am grateful to the Board of Direclors of the M-
ton Oliwe HI Memonal Corporation, and 4o its Execulive
Director, Mr Eddie Logan, for permission o u<e these
data. as well as 1o Dy, Demitsd Shimkin and Dr Dennis
Feate Of the Umversnty of lilmoss for aysistance in assem-
bltng them :

Y Donald T Cam_pbell., ¢
ity of Experiments i Social Setbings,”
fenn, LIV (19570,

O The enant sample was compiled with the aid of a
random numbes wable applied to the hists of tenant farm-
er: avaslable in the local offices of the U S Department

“Factura Relevant 1o the Vahd-
P.ychologicat Bul-

of Agriculture’s Agricultural Stabdizaton and Conserva-

tiwn Servce The number of 1enants it the sample from
‘each county was designed to make 11 proporiional to the
number Of resetllement project paruapants interviewed
in that county, thuy Euaranteeng some symmetry in the
expenmental and control gruup samples

Bacause of the cumbersomeness of the simpling pro-
cedures no tenant interviews were conducted in the two
counties with the smallest projects. In addition, even of
the prajected 100 tenant imterviews roved unuseahble,
producing a tenant semple of 93, - .

~ " Only 13 ot the 178 program partiicapants ntermewed

L'”tnd;c‘llt:d they hasl ever owned lend berore the resettle-

oy

ment program appeared

S Department ot Commercef Bureau ot the Cen-
sus. Censuscol Agricolture, 1945 and 19609

YT ) Wagplter. Black Yeomanry. pp 7— (. 1 36, 245

"
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“Interview with Dr Demitn Shimbin and Dénnis
Frate, September 5. 1974, Urbana, Hlinos, The full data
set from the Holmes Counly Health Research Pro;écl IS
not yet available.

** Conversion of all lpans to constant dollazs was nec-
essary BecaUse the black landowners tended o own the
land dunng the early pernog, when the dollar was worth
more. Hence their loans :%\ld appear arhficially small
compared o those taken ol\ by whites later. even if
they representgd the same amount of purchasing power
=« To c¢orrect for this, we converted all loan amounts to

1967 dollars. The adjustment for span and scope of own-
ership was accomplished by multuplying the snumber of
acres by the numfber of years of uwnershwp for each
owner to give the number of ~acre-years” and then add-
ing, the number of “acre-years” accounted for by black
and wheie owners separately

5 Demitei Shernken.. Gloria Loure. and Denms Frate,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -
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The Black fatended F.lm:!l) A Bawe Rural Invtitvtion and

C 2 Aechansm gt Urban Adaplation, Ix Internatienal Con-

grewy o Anthropological and Ethnologiaat Sciences, 1973,

“'See, ror example. Lester Mubrath, Poittical Participa-
tion (WChig dRo Rand-McNally Cao, 1905 Fur evidence on
the drop-uit In partiapation at the upper end ol the age
scaje 1 the 1972 Presidential election. see U'S Statiphical
Abstract {19731, p, 379 "

 tdward C Banfield, The Moral Baus of a Bachward
Socety (New York: The Free Press, 7958y, fdward C.
Banfield, The Unheavenly City (Bouon  Little, Brown and
Co . 1969). pp 45-66. v

“*For a fuller discussion ot.these points, sec Lester M.
Salamon, “Follow-Ups, let-Downs, and Sleepers. The.
Tume Dimension 10 Policy Exaluation.” m Charles Jones,
editor, Public Poly Yearbook Bevery Hills, Califdrnia:
Sage Publicabions, 1976}
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Enterprise:

“Public Land
and Minority

-

PART THREE® .

A‘New_
Policy Option -

Preface

Agains! the backdrop of Part One’s examination of the
location, uses, and changes of minonty land resources,
and Part Two's demonstration of the utility of an “ex-
panded ownership™ approach, it 1 now tme: to begin
considening practical ways to implement asminonty busi-*
ness development strategy utihzing existing minornty-
owned land as a base In this Part, therefore, we turn our
attention 10 one such i1dea the possibility of gving
minonty jandowners access to tedetally owned land in
ways that would contnbule to the vlablllly of existing
minonty farm enterprises.

To be sure. thes 15 not the only policy inttiative that
should flow from a concern about the decline of minonty
land resources. 1t 15, however, "an mutiatrye that could
yield substannal results quickly and with only smodest
outlays of funds It is, thereiore, 3n idea weile@orth cqn-

sidering while work on more comprehensive apRroaches

.Boes forward.

ﬁiling much of the data reported herse

Accoedingly, this Part examines the posssbilittes for’
utihzing publicly- owned lands 1n a munonty business
development strategy. In particular, 1t analyzes the foca-
tion of pubhc lands i relation to minonty lands in the
southeast, reviews the commercal opportdmtes avail-
able on these lands, and argues for a public land policy
that promotes minonty business development.

Much of the data on which this report 15 based denves
from unpubhished documents made available. by the fed-
eral agencies with substantial land holdings i the south-
east, most notaby the Forest Service of the U.S Depart-
ment of ‘Agriculture, the Army Corps of Engineers, the.
fish and Wildlife Service of the"Department of the Inte-
rior, and the National Park Service. To the numercus’
personnel in the national and regional offices of these
pgencies, | am deeply grateful for their assistance and
cooperation. Without ‘it. this report could never have
been prepated. In addition. | am grateful to David Perry:
for his diligent and persistent research assistance in com-
Needless to say,

oweves, the findings and conclusuom are those of the
author afone ! :

-

-

"

- e

Lester M, Salamon, Director

"Duke-OMBE Land,Project

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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1. Black |and0wners have been losing their land at a
rapid rate in the South, n Iarge part'because the
size of thewr indiygdual holdings is not sufficient to
generate an adequate income. In the process, a
unique and vitally important minonty equity re- -
source 15 fast dlsappeanng “

One relatively inexpensive way 1o alter this trend
might be (o make publicly owned |and available
for use by black landowners on advantageous
terms. thus enlarging the land resources avarlable
to minonty agricultural enterprises and expandmng
their profit levets Such a use finds ample preced.
ent in U S. public land pbhecy whach\ has ston-
Cally confained an important social wélfare di-
mension i additton to  the« rnori narrow
conservation vs. development drmensuon that has
dominated discussion of pubhc land law in more
. recentyears. -

Federal landownersh:p is Quite extensive in the
South, where most black-owned land is concen-
trated. In the eight states of the southeast, the
United States Government owns 14.4 million acres
of land, approximately & percent of the land area
of these §tatés. The federal government 1s thys the
largest single Jandowner tn these states.

Of this 14.4 million acres, 85 percent 5 owned by
just four federal agencies—the U.S. Forest Service,
the Corps of Engmeers, the Fish and Wildlife Serv-

ice. and the Nanonal Park Service. The forest -

Servicé alone owns 8.9 million acres of land n
these states, 62 percent of the total federal fand

Much of this federal Jand s located in close prox-
imity 10 minonty-owned acreage. Of the 293
southeastern countigs with major federal land-
holdings, in fact, 177 also contatn substantial mi-
nority-owned land. Taken together, these 177
countres contain 1. 9 mihon acres of blackﬂwned
laad '

Cornmercral aclwaty is already - qurte extensive on

+ federal landholdmgs in the southeast. The Forest
Service, for example, permits timber <utttng and
livestock grazeng on its fands through a system of
compettive bidding The Corps of Engineers rents
at least 100,000 acres of nch nver-bottom land
out to private farmers i these same stales at
‘ ? 1Y
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. makes, provision~for share-crop farming,“grazing,
and assorted other uses on its*'lands in the soulh-
east. Al of these uses sugg@st some real pos

tles for systematically unlizing public fand n'a
land-based minority development strategy.

The use of public lands 10" ccommodate the graz-
ing needs of mlnonly-owned beef cattle. enter-
prises is one of the most interesting of these pos-
sibilities. The Forest Service, In fact, is now
actively Considering a substantial expansion -of
grazing on its sbutheastern holdrngs in order to
accommodate the expected ‘ncrease in demand

creasingly expensive. Much of .the Forest Serwce
land .slated for expanded "grazing is located n
close proximity 10 extensive minority-owned land.

Public lands ‘could also contnbute substantially to
other minority enterprise devBlopment options as
well, including a vanety of spe.;laity crop produc-
tlon activities and umber operaltons

A To take advantage of the rminority development
potentials available thiough utihzation of public
lands, -at least four kinds of aﬁtlmties will be
needed: ®
3. Research: Detailed investigation at the individ-~

¥ ual enterprise level to determine how particy-
far groups of minority landowners can make
piofitable use of the' pubhc lands in their Io-
cale.

b. Education, Circulation among refevant dec-
son-makers of existing research_demonstrating
the technical effrciency of one-to-two™ man
farm enterprises, and the formulation of plan's
for farm enterprises utll:zmg puhhc and private

~lands. .

C. Rf.-pnentauon: Redirettion of public fand man-.
agement practices to stress the sotial welfare
.+ dimension of public land policy, and the for- -
~ mulation of special arrangements ty encourage
*- - the profitable unlizatign of.public lands by mi-
nority landowvners’ and other mlnorlty -owned
buslnesses

Pubhcdy. ‘Promotional efforts to inform minor-"
- ity landowners of the commercial opportuni-

ties avarlable on publia lands in their vicinity,,
.~ 'coupled with a survey 'to determine the level
of their knowledge and the nature of program
elements needed to make mmonty use ‘of
public lands econom:caﬂy profitable for the
. landowners, L

" “10. Although these changes will not solve the minor- -

ity development pro of the MNation, they
could ‘help-substantially.1h stabilize a serously en-
dangered minority business community,. sfow the
loss of-a unique -munonty equity resource, and

e

v

-

quite low rates. The Fish and Wildiife Service “

- ". il - b
contribute toathe emergence of a cadre of suc-
E cessful minonty agricultyral entrepreneurs—all at

negligible or éxceptionally low cost.

tntroduction

¥
Eighty percent of ail black-controlled agncultural tand

. in the ‘United States—approximately 4.5 million acres of

land according to the, latest Agricultural Census—is lo-
cated il nthe eight Southern states of Alabama. Arkansas,
Georgia, Lousiana, Mississippl, '‘North Carolina, South

. Carohna and \«'lrg:mé ln. none of these states, however,

.
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.does the average sizé of black-owned farms exceed 80

for livestgck forage as grain. feeding grows in- v+ acres?” As a consequénce, black landowners have had &
o difficult time coping with the technological changes *

sweeping Southern agnculture and have'been losing their
Jand at an alarming-rate. [n thest eight states alone, 4
milron acres of land passed out of black ownership be-
ween 1954 and 1969. Unless black.landowners can find
way} 10 enlaige the [and resources available for their
farm enterprises, moreover, this trend 13 likely to coms
tnué. Yet the recent escalation of land prices. the his-
toric disadvantage blacks have had in sgcunng credit,
and the increased cost of rental land are all at work to
prevent such enlargement.

-
»

" The purpose of this report is to-explore one possible,
if parbial, solution to this dilemma: the utdization of fed-
erally-owned land by muinority landowhers. in the eight
states under consideration here, the United States Gov-
emment pwns 14.4 million acres of land, 12.8 million of
it in the hands of ciwlian agencies. Moreover, much of
this .federal Jand s located 1n counties with considerable
black Iandﬂ)wnersh:p‘ Of the 293 counues. with federal
land 1n these eight states, in fact, 177 also contarh 500 of
more acres of black-owned land. (See Map 7). If this,
land 15 surtable and could bg made available for use by
minornty farmers, particularly if this could be done with-
out impairing the value of the land and its resources, the
result could be a significant hoost to minonty epterprise
activity at minirnal budgetary and socal cost. Moreover,
such an approach would build upon an existing. mnncm-
ty-owned equity base and help to sustan it

To assass the viabity of utihzing publicly owned land

tn a land-based minority enterprise development strategy,,

* three questions must be addressed.:

(1% What 15 the extent, character, and use of federal-
ly owned land in these eight target states?

{2) Where is federally owned land located n rela-
. tion to black-owned land?

(3} How can black landowners use public [and and
what contriBution will this make. fo the vizbility
of their enterprises?

Because this is an avowedly exploratory report, most.of’

the attentiun focuses on the first two of these guestions.:
ever, some interesting insights emerge from this
Ew that point to answers to the third question as well.

-
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In approaching these quesuons, we take as given that

. the pubhc land under scrutiny widl remain in public

. hands. In other words. we are not directly exploning the
potentials for dissolution of the publit domain and its

transfer to munonty ownership, even though there s,

? ample precedent for such transfer in the hustory of US
pubhi¢ land law, especially the Homestead Act of 1862
In fact. after the Civil War. hopes ran high that the 47.7
million acres of federal land 1n the South reserved for

. homesteading would enable blacts and poor whites to
become independent landed propnietors But these hopes
failed to take account of the extremely poor character of

the land thit remained 1n federal ownership at the end.

of the Cwil War. As 1t turned out, therefore, the home-
stead ideal that numerous whites were able to achiee in
the North and West never came 10 frusbion for blacks 1n
" the South’. Whether some effort should be made to, ful-
fill this «deal for Soythern bfacks today through the dis-
solutton of portions of the public domain 15 an issue

well worth considering” But 1t 15 not our main concern ,

here. .

Rather, the focus here s on strateges for utihzing
public fands o promote mmonty enterprise n ways

. short of transTer of title or permanent alteration 1n the
character or use of the fand. For this mare hmited range

of strategies. the precedent in public land law i~ all the
more substantial’ Although the debate over pubhc land

‘ Footnotes o this Part begin on g 74
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questions has focused it recent years almust exclusively
on the competing goals of resource exploitation vs ¢on-
servation, histoncally a third dimension also played an
important role in the debate Thi third dimension was
the social welfare function _c’»f public land, the ullll;;atlon
of the public domain"to meet national social prionities,
This dimension took shape in the mid-191h century.
when the prevaiing practice of selling public lands for
ueneral revenue gave way to a policy of land grants for
particular soc¢jal welfare purposes. The Republican victory
in the Presidential election of 1860, which paved the
way for passige ot the Homesteed Act in 1862, was a
bellwether of this change. 'bBut, it was preceded by land
grants for special schools for the handicapped and fol-
lowed by grants for techmcal schools. urwversities, Bublic
education. swamp -dranage. and canal and ralroad
bullding’

In the current sitwation, <losing the mcome gap be-
queathed by, generations of ractal deprivation 1s as ur-
gent a mattér of national policy, and_as iaporant a po-
tental contnbutor to the untfication and solidification of
the nztion, as w.as the transcontinenial radroad 1n 1ty day.
Ti> the extent thal public land can be utilized in thes
etfort, particularly of this can be done without perma-
ner impamng the land 1self, there 1 thus ample pre-
tedeont i the fustory of public land law U juslify the
speasl accommodations that sight be necessary  The
task, then, s to explore wheiher vome wuch potentials
really exist To do so, we took first ar the overall patiern

.
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of federal landowners’hlp m our erght target states. and
theh examine in greater detail the holdings of each of
the* four major federal agencies with lands 0 these
states.

-

L ]

L. Overview: Federal Lands in the'S Sbuth

e,

The féderal government is the largest single landowner
in the eight states with which this. study 15 concerned
(Virginia, North Carolina, Sauth Carolina, Georgia. Ala-
bama, Mississtppl, Loutsiana, and Arkansas) But federally
owned land s distrebuted unequatly among these states,
ranging from a low of about 1 million agres i Louisiana
to a high of almost 3.2 rhuthon acres m Afkansas. Corre-
spondingly, the federal share of 1o1al state acreage varies
from a low of aboul 3 4 percent in Alabama and Lousi-
ana to a high of 9.5 percent in Arkansas (See Table 1).

Not all of this land is. equally avalable for minority
development actimties, however As Table 2 indrcates,
close 4o 3 million of the 14.4 million acres of federally
owned land n these states 15 used for mditary, hydro-
electnc power, mstitutional, or port and industrial pus-
poses, and another 1.3 mullion s reseérved for floed con-
trol, much of this latter in the form of dams and lakes.

This pattern of predominant usage reflects, in turn, the
pattern of ownership of this land zmong the different
federal agencies. Altogether, 33 federal agencies own
land 17 these eight states. However, as Table 3 indicates,
85 percent of this [and1s admunistered by just four agen-
cieb—the Forest Service, the Corps of Engineers, the Fish™
and Wildhfe Service, and the National Park Service. Each

»

’ r

L]

-

of thése aggﬁcres—and particularly the- first three—
makes some commercial use of its land, moreover To
understand the potentials tor uthZng publicly owned
land i’ '2 munonty enterpnse development strategy.
therejore, ¢l 15 aecessary to look 1, more detadl at the
distmbution and use of the land controlled by these @sr
agencies.

I3 [l

-

" Table 1

Compartson of Federally Owned Land With Yotal Acreage
in Eight Southern States, 1972

.

State Acreag

Total Fedaral Lapd
Gwted by, Attagge of 25 Peccent
' Federal Govi. Stare of Tobzl State
Atrade .
Alabaina‘ 1. 103 049 .32.678.400 3.4
Arhansas * 3174718 33,599,360 95
Georgia 2,188.115 37.295,380 59
Louisiana 17038.454 28,867,840 36
Mississippt 1.575.896 022720 5.2 .
North Carotna 1,942,221 31.402,880 6.2
Soulhy Car¢lina 1,141,452 * 19,374,080 59
Virginia © o, 224518 25496.320 T8 8
Total 14,417,423 238,935,940 s.o%‘

s Source, Inventory Report on Real Property Owned by the ilnlted

States Throughout the World as of Jund 30, 1972a (Generafl
Serwices Admnistration, Washington, DC, 19?2)

.-

Table 3 ’

-

Federall)‘ Owned Land: in Eight Southem States, by Agency and State,

. as of june 30, 1971
(in thousands of acres)

. Agency Ala. . Ak, Ga. la.
v Forest Service %340 24541 832 548
* Corps of :
Engineers 626 , 4882 3231 621
Fish & Wuldife 90 1244 4284 2309
. Park Service §2 ' 35§ 154 —
Ay 170:4 861 5248 1164
Navy oot 36 = 107 50
. AIr Force " 87 94 116. 250
T VA a1e  r— 95 —
’ RAsA -— —_— " —_
ALC — /’._“ - ‘
Other, 49 70 e "
Total 11080  3,174.7 .2.18-'821 10385

r

!’ L]

E

,Sourte Public Land Slatlshcs 1‘372 {Bureau of- Land Management, Washitgton, DG )

4

. v

\ MIss. He sC. ¥a, Yotal <
11361, L1334 * 5946 45313 89152
- k"
L2954 580 999. 1138 15032 .. 1
‘886 1133 1381 178 11205
299 342 40 %75 8629
45 1430 537 1593 12581 roh
1.2 1165 335 ., 1094 2898 )
62 33 147 71 906 . .
92~ 220 - - 7 2523
20.9 -~ - - ‘209
- = 1983 — 1989
39 184 147, 424 1061
if759 19422 i14L5 22485 144174
- o & T
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Table 2 holdings of all the other federal agencigs, hclyding the
s military tSee Table 4),

4

(A
g

“Predominant Usage” of Federal Land in Eight Southern States

-

»

- . : Acres of

Predommnant federa) Land

Use {in fhousands)
Agniculturs o . -
Grazing —_
Fotests and Wildufe ' 10,064
Historic Sites and Parks 666
Military (sxcluding asr fields) 1,120

Arrfields . 224
Power Development and Distribution 458
Flood Control and Navigatipn 1,306

Institutional ) 212

Research and Development . — 43
Ports, Industrial. Miscellaneous kI T B
Total i 14417

1. Major Types of Federal Land j-tJoIdings in‘
the South: Distribution and Uses

a

U.S, Forest Service .

The US. Forest Service. as inchcated 1n Table 3, 1s by
far the largest federal landowner tn the Southeast. con-
trolhing almost 9 million out of the 144 millon acres of
federal land 1n the region In no state does the Forest
Service own less than 500,000 acres of land, and in all
but one af the eight its holdings exceed the cobmbined

» . ]

r o i

. 1

Map 2
Location of U.S. Forest Service Land ih Relation to
Minority — Owned Land in the Southeast

=7/
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- Table 4 Co

Farest Service Land as a Pgrcentage of All Federally Owned
Land in Eight Sowthermn States

» - . .
State Focest Service Sty Farest Sennce
. i % of as % of

» Federal Land Federal Land
Mabama | 57 Georgia ¥ " 38
Arkansas - 17 North Carofina 58
Louisiana 5 * South Carolina . 92
Mississippi 2 Wrgima~ 68

Aside trom some acrrcagc in expenment -stations, the
bulk of the Forest Service land 1s accounted for by the
regfon’s 25 national forests These foresis stretch across
portons ot 177 counties in the aight states under conwd-
eration here Of these 177 counbes, moregver, 86 goh-
dain 500 acres of more of black-owned land Map 2 des
picts this relationship between Forest Service land and
black-owned tand vividly, demonstrating the heavy over-
lagi that exists 0 the®cases of at least eight major na-
nonal forests (the Himochiio, Holly Springs. Bienville
and Tombigbee in Mississippi. the Talladega and Tuskegee
in ‘Alabama. the Sumier n South Carofina, and the Oco-
nee in Geor@a) As Table 5 indicates, more than 790,000
acres of kind controlied by close to 9000 black landown-
ers lie within the counhies that form the.pefimeters of
these nationa! forests. (See-Appendix Table 1 for a com-
plete hsting of these forests, the counties they touch,
and the acreage they contan in each county).

< ‘,

. Wne Do < T Acres o
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- Table 5 ) '[able 6 ~ . s
. x “3
Extenl of Plack-Gwned Land in the vicinity of US. Forest Revenues from Na?onal Forests in Elghl.Soulhern States, - S0
Service (F5) Land in Eight Southern States Fiscal Year 1973 .
- . . ¢,
. FS ¢ JAates of B ot L . )
State Al Countig mith S0 “Dleck tand Mo of Biack . - Tofal - County b
with F.5 ° ecres of mFS  Landowntn 10 State Receipts AHocation
. ‘Land bleck {end Countiea F5 Ooudties 3 -
Nawms 15 1z onow Lsts Aiabarma suses s s T e
Arkansas 29 5 85518 795 Arkangas 4,446,062 868,198 I ’ '.
Gooi‘ﬁia ' . 25 10 34:331 . 264 . Georgia * 1,422,506 354,626 o
\I.nulsipn. 7 g 38,279 339 Louisiana 5.742,845 L4571 ., . 7
Mussissippt 33 - 31 40434 4430 MtSSl&?Ippl 6,649,815 1.662454 - ) -~
North Carelina 75 4 "16.498 30 " n Nortr Carolina 1,010,605 252,693 : . o
South Carolina 13 13 -7 . 79072, 1136 ° " . South Carome 3170446 oze1r .
Virginis 30 6 17.284 124 Virginia 438.1%7 - 101,815 ;
Total i masis  gpe Tl * soe0e9%l sseelel o
. e e &0 J - . \.-{ .t - ) 5
- What makes this overlap particularly sigmihicant 15 the Thef “wstained vield, part of the standard regquires that CEEAN

pattern of usage of this forest land Uniike the national

e uses he regulated in such a way as 10

forests of the western pubhc fand states. which are hioy 'l o “ a5 hieh b
carved out of existing federal land holdings, the South- achiteve anc Intam 0 perpelurty ( a tigh-
em forests were specifically purchased by the govern- . level annual or regular penodic output of the var,
lous renewable resources of the natonal forests
ment over the past 60 years |a(ge!y for conservation put. without imparirment of lhe roductivity of 1he land,
poses, under the authouty of the Weeks Forest Purchase P L 83 ST?]p L P ki ’
Act:&6f 1911 and subsequent legislaton While this hag C . ) .
made the Forest S8rvice parbiculazly attentive to conser- As Table 6 ndicates, the national forests in the eyght .
valion practices on the southtastern national forests, states with which we are concerned do genergte signifi- =+,
. however, it has hardly dosed these areas to commercial canl révenues. For the 1973 fiscal year. these revenues ™
- actvity. To the contrary. the southeastemn forests, like amounted Jo $24.069, 927, abou! helf of i1 from the for- _
those elsewhere i the nation, are managed under the “ests 1 Just two states—Misstssijzpr and Lowisiana. v
“mulbiple use and sustained yield” painaple mcorporated For the most part, these revehues denve from a single T e
i the Multiple Use Act of 1960 (15 USC 528-531) The souge the sale of umber. As Table 7" makes clear, tim- "
T “mualtiple use’ portion of this prnciple requires that for- ber opergtitns accounted for more than 90 percent of all . "
est Jands be made avadable ior a host of commercial Forest Service ‘cotlections i1 the southeastern forests* As -
and non-commercial purpases. incduding logging, "grazing 15 readily apparent, morc;wer, the greals alume of "
for hvestock, wildife retuges. huntung, and rewreation. timber cutting takes place n the fasy/Browing Jdoby
) Table 7 ' )
R Sources ol Forest Service Revenue in the s .
. . Southeastern Nati_ont.l Forests, Fiscal Year 1973 , !
' - . -, Land ~, : * Admussions,
. State Timber . Grazing Use , Power Minerals User Fees
‘ Alabama $ 1.053,087 $ 433 * § 1883 4 2,739 S.“ 88543 ) $ 32,683 $ 1189454 too- LN
. . - Arkansas T, - 4,168.567 13,148 30.030 1982 173,796 52165 .54.‘446.652 ' % O
. Georipia 1,357303 R * 12057 77y, ~ 16395 ¢ P12t 1,422,506 L
Louistana $.527.473 5177 6577+ 7373 " 166017 23.508 s aBeds ot
. Mississippi $315602 0308 1 16059 . 3236 . 683463 28,356 *"6.649, Se - -
N, Carolina * 942,065 ~ 1,883 5,291 ©ouesh - 45409 TLOIOBOE T . Lt
. 5..Carolna 3,153,460 3% 10,083 918 40 846 31?0 46 :
- Virginia _ 337428 656 10,301 3,046 14.783 "7;105 Sa38187 -
“Tetdt - $2gsleRs 521966 - $9BBA3 $25363  $L1s4698  C328B197 . $24069.921 S
2 + : . . N . ) P |
T - g T IS S :
o -8 gg T e
o . - T L L3 R
ERIC . T - ' ‘ . L)
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. ‘pitie forest of Mlssrsslppll tOuuslana, and Arkansds,uateas
which ¢oincidentally have- substantial concentrations of
_ ¢'black populitions and consjderable black landownership.
C .. Frbm all.indkcations, however, fewe—if any—blacks take
part in tis activity exgept as employees of white-owned
+ “disms. In substantial measure, thisis a product of the
3 7., " héavy capitqt ingestmenkTequirements of logging opera
tions, and the frequently fiskyt character of the Eusmess
. In part, however, it is alko the product .of lack of
in and the character of confracting proce-
- dur T:mber rights on the national forests are‘set:u(ed\
B by /competitwe bidding. Forest Service teams are fe:
3 " quired to-survey and appraise the area to be Iqggded, ad-
_ .vertise the sale for thirty days, receive bids, and then
.o award ‘the rights 0 the highest bidder. In’ the normal
- .. course of evertts, howeyer, 3 handful of larger operators
_ can dominate the bidding in each locale. Though Con-
-gress attempted to guard againit this by enacting a spe-
cial program setting aside 2 partion of all umber sales
within each foredt for small’ businessmen, most of (these
allocauons are nbver clamed due to an absence of via-
- ble bids. , ' v
If timber production is the most significant existing
commercial use of {he “southeastern national forests,
[ grazing is .the most_sigmificant poteritral use.. Under For-
vT e est Service regulat:ons, the Chief of the Service s author-
Tl \, “ized to permit.and regulate the graz'fng of all-kinds of
livestock on all National Forest System lands. (Code of
Fedesal Regulations 31.1). These lands are made avail-
- able for fivestock use via a permut system, under which
" regional foresters specify, for each rancher Gsing the
<ange, the number of livestock; the grazing,perod, the
) grazing system, and the Jant improvements .sequired.
- . Pertment sections of the Code of Federal Réegulations
; . dealmg wuth grazing on Forest Service land are as fol~
’ lows‘
23.38

v -

A grazing permit or grazing agreement
conveys no right, title, or isterest of the’
- * United States i any fands . . afd is a
‘privilege for the exclusive beneflit of the
person or orgamg,atu&n fo whom a permit.
is issued .,

- 231.3d01) Paid term perrmls may be lssued for
periods of ten years or fess 16 persofis who
‘own livestock 1o be grazed and such base
‘ . ranch property as the Ch;ef Forest Service,
. may requiré. . . . Term permus are res

- _newable at the end of each term pEriOa\
. ’ " provided ‘the provisions and.requirements’
s " . undéc which they are issued continued to
be meg, _The term peimit gives the
. , hotder first priority for its renewal at the

‘./

eéxpiration of {16 term peérmit penad.

' AMthough free perniits may‘:be granted to persons living
within or; contiguous,, 10 Iorest system lands for up o 10
other permittees pay a fee based
rang_e. Ip addition, permilzeﬁsbgrp

head&? livestack,
"‘bn the qual:ty of

- -
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_ eequired %o own suff:ttent land of their own, or have
sufficient feed available, 10 acc.‘ornmodale their herds fora
appro:umale!y six months of the year.”

| tr 1973 aloge. about 17,000 ranchers and fatmers pur-
chased ,permuts to graze about 3.2 milhon cattle ‘and
sheep on 105 million acres of forest range land wn the
‘Natronal Forests and Na:llonak Grassiandq in the 48 statés
of the continental U.S *An’ additional 3. 0 nullion.calves
and Tambs grazed free of charge. Allogelher, the national
forest, thus accounted for 11 .mithon animal , unit
mofiths (AUM’s) of forage consumptipn, .about 5 percém
of all livestoek forage consumption in the nabon! Even
this understates the importance of the grazing activity on
national forest system land, however, for this activey. 1s
u,self an u}tegral,_ and frequently n®cessary, part of pni-
vale grazing aclivity generally. As a recent-US. Depart-
ment of Agnculture pubIrCallon observes: |

¢

Grazing on Nauonal Farett Sysfem lands is meostly
seasonal and provides the forage needed to make
dependent livestock ranches and farms viable year-
ropnd operations, thus adding to the stabihity of the
dependent, rural communities. W:thout this comple-
Jmentary forage source, many operations -would ei-
‘ther have ta buy or lease' other range” of reduce
their oper’auonsf often ceasing (0 be an economit
" Ul’llt ot g - -
Despne a massive Increase m came production in lhe
Southern states over the past decade and .a half, how-
. ever, grazing on the sputheastern najional forests has his-
lonca!ly been exlreme[y linuted. "Uritit 1964, 1p fact, no
permits were 1ssied for graZing on Forest Service lands,
- in the southeast, and whaf grazing occurred wias done m
lrespass Perimnts have been avatlablé ance 1964, +but
~only'on a lemporary,, bng-year-at-a-time ‘basis that gives
" ranchers Iile secunty over the long term. Although
these permits have beén relatively inexpensive—3$.10 to
$.25 'per animal unit month compared to $ 60 to $.70 on
Natonal' Ferest ‘lands elsewhere in the countty—ihey
have also been quite limited.” As of 1972, for example,
fewer than 30000 fvestock, accounting for less than
Y68,000 amat umtmonthsr of foiage were permitted to

" grgze on the forests in the eight siales. under’ considera-

“ton here . According-to one estimate, only_abouf 1 500
grazing permitd are outstanding in."these.. states,'and rio
mare lhan B0-of these have beén granted to blacks.

The southeastern nallonal forests have far géeater graz-
ing -polenlial than these figures might suggest. howexer,

61
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Of the 4,611,855 acres in the National Ferest gystem in
the entire South, for examplfonly 349,695 have hebn
declared’ offhtmits=for grazing™ Mare directly, the' Forgst

Service’s own Grazrng Staustical Report estimates ton.

servatwely that the* National Forgsts in “the eight states
under {onsideration here ould eass!y provide more than
three times as many animal-unit r!:mnlhs of forage as are

5 now allowed eath }fear without ymipainng the. land or in-

terfenﬁé with ather range uses? such. as watershed pro-
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tection and recreation. As Table 8 inchcates, most of this

excess capamty is concentrated in the siated of Arkansas,

MlSSnsSJpph and Lowisiana, {See Tabfe Fis)

-

4

Table 8

il

L]

Excess Gra!ang Capac:ty on National Forest System Lands

in Eight Southern Smes

- -
¥

bl

_Animal Umt Months (AUM's)

Y

*

! -Grazing Statisticat Report, 1972,

rlcujture 15 €ager to put this excess capacty to use- In
December 1973, the Department established a spectal In-
ter-Agency Work Group on Range Producuon to explore

¢

-

ranges. including those under public control The mpe-
tus for this study was the conviction that expected jn-
creases 10 the demand for meat products cannot
.be met at prevailing prices without a substantial ex-
pansion of the naton’s active range resources, especially
. 7. gven the expected increase in the cost of nonrange
. livestock food supplies—such as grain and vegetable
proteins—as a result "of increased exports. balance ot
paymefts problems, and fossi fuel shortages.d In 11s first
report, issued June 1974, this inter-agency group calied
an USDA to “move fully 1o exercise 1ts responstbilities in
range.” In"additon to suggestions for USDA assistance In
private range managément, this rt'porl lad parucular
stréss on the poténnals for range improvement on publit
land in the Nahonal Forast System: potnting out that,

A real opportumty exists for USDA 1o make a

substantve CORINBUtION 10 the fural economy and

1 enwronmentai values through ntensification of

' range programs on the Nahonal Forests and Natopal
Grasslands. . .. ,

Deveioprnenl of the ranges of the Natioral Forest
"System to their economic potential for conthibuting
to hivestock production should be.a USDA goal . . .
Through the direct effects upon the operatiops of
- grazing permittees apd by demonstration of sdund
management, 3 USDA accelerated range program di-

. R

~

ERIC ~

PR A 1 7o providea oy eic

<. Estimated . Actually Unused
“ Cagiscity Grazed Capacity |
N Alsbarma . 27,996 . 3292 24,704
. Arkanies 218,379 60,530 » 157.849
. Gegrgia 8,056 5053 3003,
Louisiana i 123315 . 55384 67531
Mississippi 135.528 38637 95,891
"MNorth Carolina 528 . 836 ° 308
Sauth Carobna 37.260 2.575 .34,685
, Virgaia 8,278 497 £.781
o Tatal 559,340 167.804 * 391,536

Sourcer U.S. Department of Mmu!ture. Forest Sennr.e Annual '

. From all indicationé, mereover, the Department of Ag- -

ways 1o incCrease meat Pproduction trom the nation’s .

<

rected at more meat from ranges can affect a large
segment ot the rural, hvestock gconorny throughéit
. many areas of the United States.”

Out of this hughi-level USDA concern about improyinig
ralional range resources has come a major USDA pro-
posa! caliing for a broad-gauged program of education,
. technical assistance, demons!rauons, better financing,
" and changes in public fand nanagement to help pro-
mole betier range utilization. Although this proposat 1s
sull before Congress, the nipple effects of the new-found
concern dbout the range resources in the National forest
'Syslem have already penetrated into the Forest Sewice
apparatus And this is especally 50 in the southeasiern
region ‘wherg, as we have seen, the utihzation of range
resources 1n the national ‘forests has fong lagged behind
its potentals. " * B

Perhaps the most wisible evidence of these npple ef-
fecls 15 the masstve grazeng siody that the Forest Serv-
wce'’s southeastern regional oifice commissioned tn 1972
Utihizing-interviews admurustered 1o a sample of grazing
permittees, farm operators, and business and community
officials in areas adjacent to a’number of southeastern
national ¥0rests, this study undertook 1o determine what
steps the Forest Servieddeould take to “expand. the utih- 3
zation and productivily of National Forest 8razing tands”
imthe Southeast. Completed in February 1975, the resuli-
g report contans 3 wealth of data about actual.and
potential Forest Service grazing permittees, and demon-
strates clearly both the potental for expanded grazing
on the sautheastern: jgrest Jands and the nature "of

needed Forest Service wnformation and range improve- *,

ment” ef'forls Should Congress fund the o%erall range
;umprovemept program, therefore, the _southeastern re-
gronal office of the Forest Service 15 g&red-upito pro-,
ceed inlo an active grazing expansion program °

[ .

what makes all of this of immense significance to mi-
nonty enterprise development s the fact that much of
the National Forest land rost suited to expanded grazmg
15 located n the viesmity of substantial bfack land hg)d-
igs. The Forest Service has identified six torests m par-
ticular as candidates for expanded grazing activity: the
Conécuh n;- Alabama. the Kisatchie in Lousiana. the
Bienville and DeSoto 1A Mississippl, and the Ozark and

' QOachita 1n arkansas. As Map 3 reveals, all but two of
these are located 1n counties that contain sizeable black
s popylanons and numerous acres of. black-ewned land.
Altogether, mose than 100.000 acres of black-owned fand -
-are situated i the counties that define the penmeters of
lhese forests '{See Table 91 Under the proper circum-
-stances, access to Natiopal Forest grazing land could per-
mit a substantial pumber of these farmers to develop
profitable beef cattle enterprises. ‘

Same. support for this 1dea can be found. moreover. in
the Forest Service Grazing Study mentdned above-ln
the Alabama-Flonda-Mississippr study area, aimost "1™
percent of the permitiees who turped up 1 the random
sample drawn tor. this study were black In the larger,

v,
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-
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" Tible9- _ Southwide study area, this figure was, close tot4 percent. .
« ..  Macklandownership and Population iy the Vicinity Of these black pecmittees, 39 percentsearaed.in excess
- . bfsational Forest tands Scheduled for tiigreased Grazing. of $3,000 from famm sales, .compared B only 26 peicent
° o . - of blaiig farmers generally whay” acdétding to the 1969
LT s;u T u. v 1% Census’of Agriculture, earned tn excess_of $2,500 from
B 5" ’ . Forgl:tm = Granng e iR L‘.,‘L,.t,,,, their farms. In other words, accgess to” the National Forest
oL, C{;u";‘j’"," Fsing ' grazing lands seems to have enabled a far larger propor-
‘s A ) Lo tion of black landowners 10 operite as comiercial farm- -
S . . . o * * ersand yielded npticedble income increments.” - B
o Nlsbama - . Conecul " CUTOHT @B 185, oL . :
e . Lo . o =’ Coms of Enginee : -
g lGtisana  y  Kisstewe 62931, " Bi0s 80617 ¢ WEOLINGMEEE .
s e e v Bimvile - . T The second largest federal landowner in the southeast -
oo MsSB O pesto s B3 TSI 105832 is the Army Corps of Engihieers, which 1s‘mvolved in ex;
. . Ozark ' . . tensive ravigation an'd flood control projects in the ar?a.
L S " « As'af 1972, the Gorps controlled aver 15 milhon. acfes
ok .- . ! - s
y A{hrt_sas g:?:::cis 157,889 . nHuy s of.dand in* the Southeast, of which over 1.1 miHlson s lo-
. L o ._-_-_ . . cated in the states oArkansas, Georgia, and Mississtppi.
e  Teat WA B3 Wiy As-Map # stfows, this Corps land s located in 127 couny
" . A : y ties, of which 83 have more than 500 acres*of blagk- .

- Srazing Statistical Repogt.

»Nw"-‘“Nort-_umtg .

e ' :
. “iThesk ars boqs?mtive gstimates based on the

.

.

: Forest Service's 1972

owned land, as indicated in Tab_le 10. a .
~ ’ . .0 - ' .t
~ T . .
. o ' -
. - - -
) . " . - , N - B
L - - - aw -
71 _ - R ¢ .

© rowneddand (For a listng of major. Corps Prdjegts and
their locations, yee Appendix 3. Taken together, these
83 cdunfies coritan more than 1 mitlon acres of dfack-
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N 1 s ® One D200 2 T80 Acres ot ’
, ' . o L, B B < cunties wath Corps of Land in Nunwbige Fulioar . S,
( . o 1y . i f ngreer l.i‘ll-\‘(f . . ' Part-Dw I'It'd‘f armre 1969 -
T o . ) ‘ ' DT . e - ’ ‘
T ~ S - ) . ’ ) . ) ..-
. THle16 "™ contrdl level of the lake—five vefucal feet or 300 hori-
i L - . - L] M
’ Extent of Blatk-Owned Land in Vicinity of . zontal teet above nomal lake fevel, whichever is greater. .
. , . Corps of Engineers Land in Eight Southern States This excess land, plus any land that is purchased blill not
T S = S S required immedsately forgprojgct purposes, .is- leased out
* sl - Ne of No “of aems ot o of ~ to prwalg‘farmez’s. i it has bes:n tn agricultural Use pre-
. « Counthes  Corps Land  ~  NW* Land  NW°* tand ~viously and can be productive Frequently, these plots -
. T oy e » Cotps  owners 1n are small-and irregularly shaped due to the jagged shore-
. AT  * Countes lines of the lakes they abut, Leasing policy requires the =
L e s T - Corps 10 advertise these plots every five years and to
Rlabama B 1 o0.R2 AU award the feasg 1o the highest bidder, The lessee s .re-
Arkansas ., % 6 E 3745« M3 T qored to follow land wse tegulations’ set Jorth by the . .
. Seorgia r-.: Vi 13 v 43176 364 Cotps. :
F=w_. = Leuisians, 3 ') o1, 61,328 669 ° b : ~ ’ ‘
et o 't - J ., Present Corps poligy holds that agrgufture 1s an in- |
Mississipm | 18 16 7 3sLrgge 4202 :
' ’ Y BN : ., « tenrp use for Comps lands untii they can be devoted to a
. Rorth Carolina J* 6, . 6 % 65310 Los0 . » ’ i ant
- s 30 highers or better use such as wyldiife management or
South Carofina - 5 - 5 41417 454 7
. ! - : - public recreation Although the trend s toward spublic
Virginia 13 8 94703, 1143 ¢ . = . . :
Total in i ¢ Lorgass i © - . wse of such lands, hawever, m some cases, such as Kerr
. - . 072,25 12,09 take in North Carglina and Virgima. the Corps agrees to
v o i B e . © . v+ allow Jocdl tagimers to ase project lands for agnicylture
- *NW=Non-white . 4 . . This is especially true where Corps land{ are in a flood
' e _ : o p ~ plan and therefore suitable oaly for agncodtural use, pn-, ‘.
. .o ’ - . ) L L -
keshould be rioted that the Comps acreage mecludes < - marily grasmg. Co\rpslldr]ds"in the tower Misissipyn Val-
~ - fand jnpounded for use in flond fontrol dams ahd that |, 'ley‘fajl into thrs catejory. and these are the “Corps Yands
A . -the, acreage figure sepresents the laid acquired {before located in tlosest proxumity to black landowners
. - the development of these projects Ordmanily, however, . Getting an accurate count of these lands proved diff- -
the Corpggacquires a margin of tand ubove the fleod wlt, however The Real titate Directorate i thé Wash-
. . w o N ) N . ! . . - . ’ . o M
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v Map § 3
: . ) Counties if which the Corps of Engineess Rents
Land to Farmers

| P

- ington Office of the' Corps of Engineers proviled ‘one list
‘of active leases showing slightly more, than 60,000 acres
of landrleased qut in the: six states of Alabama,Arkansas;
Georgia, Mississippi, Nprth Caralina, and Virginia. As rec-

., orded in Table 11 below, the reported earnings from

fhese leases amounted to $305,347, or approximately

%5.05 per acre, . .

. - +°

rl

Table ¥

,-Fartial List of Gorps of Engineers Land Leased for.
Agricoltural Uses in Six Southem States; 1974

[

$305,347

éﬁ‘

.?C'oupties.w:th Land Leased
" " Outby the Corps of Engineers

S
ﬂ‘gﬂw‘ '

G b

- ,

® One Bot = 1,000 cres of Land
rn Nonwhrte Full-or Part-
Owned Farms, 1969 - -

' §o'mewha?‘ different data were reported by the Corps’
.regionat office, which provided breakdowns of the pay-
ments the Corps is required. to make to counties in -
which Cormps-leased tand 1s located.” These figures ind:-
cate that the Corgs collected approxirmately half a mil-
lion, dollars from land leased in the seven states of Ala-
bama, Georgia, LodiSfana, Mississippi, North Carglina,
Youth Carolina,«hd \7:rgmia‘ {Data were not avaifable for N
Arkansas). Affplying the avetage per acre rental fee com-
puted frgm the partial lists of leasing agreements pro-
vided by the Washington Coms office,. this gives 2 total Kl
of about 100,000 acres under lease, even without includ-

S _ T " omntat For I'_ﬂ ing Arkansas. Table 12 belgw summanzes these data, and '
AT s, R < Map 5 portrays the location .of countiés shbwing receipts -
fe,. Nomter - ' ' from Corps-leased tands. (For a tdmplete list of these
o Aeres Doilers 4 . ;
Lensax lined Fotal  per scre counties and the leasing“fees each received n FY 1973, ’
' — . > e see Appendix Table 4). .o .
Nabame "3 4743 - $ 623 $131 What emerges from these data is, the conclision that
Arkansas i - 150 103181 28423 257 numerous Southern farmers are gaining access to valua- s
Georgis | I L1740 . 1244 071 #  ble agwcultural land at relatvely low cost through the-
Misvissippi ., ok 458240 . 267052 © 583 Corps® leasing program, particularly 1n Mississippt,; Arkan->
X North Carolina 3 463.0 2000 432 sas and, Georgia. From Map S 1t 1s apparénl. moreover,
Yirginia ' 67 16330 * c¥® 363 # - thatF substantal proporion of the counties in which the
T Tetat T L 3 04770 $505 Corps leases land contain numerous black landowners

Yet, there 15 little-

[

and extensive black-ownéd acreage..




Table 12 =~

Receipts from Comps Leasing of Land In
~  Seven Southern States

Reatst Fees  Estimated Acres
] . Collected Leased®

Alsbama : $ 1& 254.75 2625
Georgia s 132.533.08 26244
Lovisiana 30.183.07 5.977
Mississippi 311.683.56 61.720

. NorthCarolina . . ¢ ¢ 227443 450
South.Carolina 11,203.82 2.219
Virginia * 20,585 31 4,09
Totat " $nBriz 10939

» - ! .,
: e 4 -

acre,

3 -

evidence 1o suggest that black landowners®are even
aware -of such leasing arrangements with the Corps, let

‘30\&'&% could feasibly utilizg this Corps tand n therr
own agricultural. enterprises, the possdmluty certainly
seems present. What,is more. 1t s worth emphasizing
that the figures reported hert} do not include Corps
lands scheduled forgurchase in ‘tonnection with the am-
bittous . Tennessee-Tombighee Wa(erway Pro;ecl which

*Acreage estimates based on an average rentsi figure of $5.05 per

alone involved in them. Although it will require flirther -
delalled research to determine how many munority land- "

will cut a broad swatch through some counties in the
Mississippr and Alabama black belts. (See Map 6)

Even without disturbing existing lease arrangements on
already rented Corps fands. considérable assistance could
probably be provided to mmonty fandowners by making
special éfforts t0.provide them access to the lands the
« Corps-will soon have available for lease in the Tennes
see-Tombighee Progect area. ‘ N

-

Fish and Wildlife Service

The third. major federal landownesr in the South, the
Fish and wildhie Service. controls approximately 1.1 mul-
*lton acres of land in_ 35 wildhfe refuges in the eight
stales with which we are concerned. As Map 7 shows. 42
counties in these states contain Fish and wildlfe Serv-
‘ice fand, anfl 29 of these have at least 500 acres of
black-controlled Jand. Taken together, these 29 counties
account for approximately 275,00G acrgs of black-owned
land and 3,700 black Iandowners, with the heaviest con-
centratigns in Arkansas, MISSISSlppl. and Squth Carohina.
- {See TaBIQ 13, Com
Like the other public Jands examined in this report,
Fish and wWildlife Service land w not used primanly for
commercial purposes. The refuges maintained by the
" Servive are designed to prowde protected habitats for
fish and wildlife. and economic activities or public uses
Iike recreatlo:} are considered secondary. As one recent
Fish and wildiife Ser\-tce‘_lnlerﬁal memorandum ngtes:
"Production of revenue 15 not an adequate Jushflcatlon
o |mplement or corftlnue economic uses on refuges.”

el . . . . o . \ )
- L, ~-Mapé .
Black Land Ownership. mCounlreslnvolved in -~
. : Terinessee-Tombigbee Wq?erway Project
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i Table 13 ) + this use canf contribite to, or at leist not confhict.with, 67
" Extent of Black-Owned Land in Vicinity of the agency'\pnmary mission. Thus grazing and haying
LS, Fish and Wildlife Land in Eight Southem States are permitted ‘‘when they support a significant wildhife
- . e objective of the refuge,”” such as "maintaining them in a
T ome . .. Mo. of  No. of o. of o, o desirable condition,” " By the same token, the sale of
oL Counties  Counties KW Acres NW Owners forest products 1s permilted where there 1s a “demon-
with TEW with 5004  wn FEW o FEW | ’

Lend NW Acrsz Counties - Countees strated potentiai for restoration, mamtenance or im-
~ +provement tn production of wildlfe-related outputs ™
Mabama 3 3 24807 36 Other common uses include leases for mineral extrac-
Arkansss . 8 6 87058 889 tion, beekeeping, ard co-operative farming, The latter in-
Coorgia | 7 4 7405 A4 volves an arrangement under which farmers grow crops
Louisiana T 3 - - - . on Wildlfe Senice lands but leave 25 percent of the

Wisshaippi. 4 4 * 79,026 1,089 crop in the field for wildlife feeding,
North Carolida 7 5 17050 ° 232 Of the 32 wildhfe refuges in our eight southeastern
Smrlil‘i:cmlim 3 5 56,267 1,135. states for‘wh h information could be secured, 12 typi-
Yirginia ~ B 2 41 % qlly provid rtumttes for co-operatwe farming, 10
Telsl 2 Fa 275,572 3,751 for grazing, 6 for muneral extractipn, 6 for forest harvest-
- ing, and 4 each for haying and begkeeping. Table 14
" ) summanzes these dala, showing for each state the num-
Like the other public lands also. however, the Wild- ber of acres in the wildlife preserves in which these var-

life Service lands are available for commercial use when tous activities are common,
. < . .

»

Map 7 . v
Location of Fish-amd-witdlife Service Land in Relation to
" Minority — Owned Land in the Southeast

F3 . . . -7
Counties with Fish and @ One Dot = LM Acros of

" . I WildHad Service Landd - . Larwl !pNonwhm' fubi-or .
- * Part-Owned farms, TR
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Wildlife Service Jands in the southeast were significant
only in Louisiana, Arkansas, and, to a lesser degree.
Georgia and Mussissippi. {For a complete hsting of re-
cejpts by refuge and county, see Apgendix 5}

These figures reflect, inturn, the éc'tual patterns of
land utifization on the refuges. Except for the exploita
fion of the oil deposits on the Delta Wildlife Reserve n
Lbuisiana, timber cutting 15 apparently the only usage
that generates extensive revenues In 1970, the White
River (Arkansas) and Piedmont (Georgia) refuges pro-
duced almest 14 million board feet of tmber gach.
wort'h rabout $950,000. Noxubee iMississip} National

* Wildlife Refuge generated almost $200, 000 through the

“ sale of timber “products. By contrast, only 33- permlttee‘i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

were allowed to graze hivestock on the refuges, and the
grazing permits yielded only $2.200 in"receipls Haying.
100, was an Insignificand Tevenue generator, accounting
for only $80.00 10 receipts 1n 19207 . /

. K Table 14
‘ Commercial Acl-iv‘:ty on Fish and Wildlife Service Land *
v in Seven Southern States
Shite. Ml Aeres > Acres in F&W Refuges on Which Indicated Actvity
in Refuges Regularly Qccurs (in thousands of actes) .
{thousands)___~ Tl : - —_— >
) Miagral + , Forest \ Haying Grazing * Coop . Bee-
* Extraction Harvesting L - Farming *  Keeping
Alabama *49‘6(3) 384¢2) 45.3(2) 45.3(2) 43.3(2) ) 384(2) 34.2(1) ’
Arkansas 13594 ¢ — 113 0(1) — 1LY 13594 64(1)
Geoma 429.9(5) - 411.52r Lo~ 23D - ~— -
Louvisiana 233 404) 233400 Y= 5301¥ 180.1(3) 1D 531
North Carolina 100.9(6) - 50.2(1) LB0(1) | f34(2) - 68.5(% 1241 - -
Virginig 73.9(10) - — —_ 9.0(1) 130 - :
3
Total 1023.5(32)  271.8(6) 620.1(6) 56.7(4) 266.6(10) 281.3(12) 58.2(4)
Source. Ma{erials provided by Regignal D;[ector. Fish and Wildhfe Service, US Department of the Intenor (Februaty:S. 1974).
Numbers in parentheses sndicate the number of refuges.
3
Determining exaclly how many acres in each of these Table 15
refuges are actually used for the lnd_lcated commercral Receipts from Cdmmercial Utilization of Fish and
actiity, however, is quite difficult. One clue 15 the revg- w.idx.fe Service Lands in the Soulheasi FY 1972
nue records of the Fish and Wildhfe Service. By lfaw e e e e e o e g ot e e - B
. ) i
. (PL88-523, 16 U 5.C. ?':155),, the Sf:mce lsrreqmred to pay \ State Fish and Wddie o~
Bty in which-ts land is focated either 25 per- N Service Recesptsa .
cerlt of dhe netereceipts from all revenue-producing ac- . e
tivities in the county or three-Quarters of one percent of T T T e T, '
the adjusted cost of the Fish and Wilditfe Service farl an . Mabarna $ 12'131;‘
Arkansas, 513.952
the county, whichever is greater. For fiscal® year 1972, e 224,060 .
only five refuges (White River, Arkansas, Peedmont,” - eoigia ' -
S 4 Losiana . * 2,07%416 .
Chincoteague, Virginta) genergted more revenues through .
; . - Mississippi 231.648 .
the 25 percent of net receipts formufa than would have Homh Carol o
been avalable to the counties through the theee-fotrths  © “South Ca Im . '488
of one percent of land cost formula As Table 13 demon- v?r" n; aroma s ;5'2 .
strates, receipts from commerctal utilization of Fish and Lo . '_04 -
Totat 12659 L

aComputed by muluplymg reported county receipts u’nder PL §8 523
by four Data were gowded by the Regional Offrce, Burean ofsWhid-
Wife and Sports Fishanes, U S. Fish and Wildiife Sernce, Department
‘OHM {nterior.

- - -

The problem with these revenue . léurcs. however, is
that they.are sensitive to the fee: schg
the Fish and wWiidlife §erv?ces and-take -no actount of
untapped jpolentials. These limuations are partcularly
notfceablq_"wnh regard to the\sh'arecrop arrangements on
w:ldhfe refugfs, since recepts here take the form of
<rbps leit, )n fthe field for wildife consumption rather

# than cash pdome n the agency’s revenue statements.
Yet these farming activities are probably the most wide-
spread of all commeraal actiwvities taking p.':}ce on fish
and Wildlife Service lands They cffer farmers access to
the agency™s lands in return jor a share of the crop. for

‘ * o




landowners making inefficient use of equipment because

of the small size of their own holdings. this additional

land could provide'the crucial margin needed for sur

vival as profitable operators. Yet, despite the location of

a substantial portion of Fish and Wildlife Service Jand in

the vicinity of minority-owned 3and, there 1s ltile evi-
. dence that minority farmowners have been able to uti-
* lize this resousce.

!Jaﬁt_mal Park Service

Thé fourth largest concentration of federal, nop-milr
tary land holdings in the Southeast falls under the
jurisdiction of the National Park Service. which controls
approximately 660,000 agres of nd In our target states.
7 . - However, almost all (91 percé@t) of this land. lies in just
! two states—North Carolina. and Virginia. What 1s more,

within these states, Park Service located n the

Appalachian regions. which are virally devoid of black

landowners. {See Appendix 6 for a hist of National Park

Service has.permitted litle commercial use of its lands in

.the southeast, Reflecting this. 11 revenue stattment 15

dominated by campground entrance fees and park busi-

v ness concessions, Of all the categories of federal land

examined in this report, therefore, the Park Service land

* thus seems to offer the least oppRrtunity for minornty en-
terprise,

L R . R .

ML Public Land and Minority Enterpnse.
The Potentials '

-~

. Three basic facts emerge from the foregoing analysis
. of major, federal, non-rilitary landholdings in the, South-
. east:. .

(1) Federal aéency Iandhofciings in the Southeast are
quite substantial  every state. with the Forest
Service heading the list by a substantual margin.

A {2) Much of this federal acreage 15 located in close
P proximity to substanual nonwhite landholdings.
. As Table 16 shows,.lhe counties in which major
J Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service. and
. Corps of Engineers landholdings are located con-
“Ttain 1,870,418 acres of nonwhite land, 768.384
- acres of it n Class 1-5 commercial fatms Thiis
amou,slls to one-third of all nonwhite tand in the
nation. 5 R

L * (3) Although the prlmary use of this federal land is
- .hon-commercial. considerable commercial activ-
’ ity does take piace on it. Extensive opportunities
N * exist for grazing, timber-cutting. and general
o farming on this [&nd at relatively low cost. in the
"case of thq Forest Service land, moreover. a
. large-scalg expansion of commercial grazing ac-

! tvity is anticipated in the pear future

The question we must now address 15 what implica-
tions these facts have for minorty landholders, and for
minbrity enterpnse development'pdlicy. To answer this

-
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Service facilities in these eight states) Finally, the Park -

«

. : Table 16

Nonwhite Land in Counties with Extensive Public Land,*
Eight Southern States

Countees wilky Public Land and 500-- Acres of NW® Land

I e et et o
. heres of
. State ) Mumber of Nw Landg
v L A o NW Land- o Class
No. MW Land owners 1-5 Farms
Alabama k1| 438,796 5.161 163,376
Arkansas Ty 150428 1545 103.008.
Georgia 23 79.293 617 < 23.296 -
Louis1ana 14 14,409 987 38.560
Mississippi 46 140720 8175 267,360
Horth Carolina 15 98,858 1.602 §7.792
South Caroling - 18 151768 2.145 49,664
Vg 16‘ 116,146 1.313 . 65,328
Total 7T TERaE 255. 7683

aPyublic lands relerred to here are those held by the three allegties
that owd most of the nen-mildary Jederal land 1n the South—~the
st Service. the CorPs of En@inesrs, and the Pish and Wildlile
ice . Lo '
DHW = Non-white . ' .

question fully, of course, we musi know far more than is*

now known gbout the exat locations of black Ianr]
within the gdunties conlaimng public land, and aboit
the detalled’ characteristics of those nonwhite fandowners |
living’tn glosest proxinuty to ﬁartlcular concentratlons of
public land. what 15 more. we must investigate in detail

the actual costs and returns Of various uses of pubbc .
“tand in

inorijy-owned agricultural enterprises of yarious
sizes to/see what increments L0 icome can actually hé
secured, ang where.

Even without this additional research, however, there,
15 persuaswe evidence suggesting real potenpals for uti-
hzing the public land resources m lhe;?lunlnes in a2
land-based muinority enterpr[*tralegy. thaps the most
promising of thesg potenuals lies'in the area of livestock -
wgrazing. Accortifidg to a 1974 report prepared by USDA’s
Farmer Cooperative Service, the southfeastern area 15 con-"
sidered “the best region for beef cow herd expbion”

in the United States.” Although the rate of expansion is
expected to slow down somewhat ddiing the 1974-1980

_perlod in companson (o the previous years. a 30 percent

ncrease 1n beel cow numbers l'n the southeast 15 consid-
ered quite fikely by 1980.

“Onpe maror reason for lh|5 beef cattle boom in lhe
South 15 the relative increase in seltance* on grass and
other forage in hivestock production infecent years. This
increase 15 a reversal of earlier trendsftoward expanded.
rehanre on grap fepding and fa rge-scale {eedlol produc-
ton. and reflects a host of fagtors (1) the devaluation of ~
the dollar. which has increased the effective world de-
mand for US grains and consequenily bid up domestic

. " . \
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grain prices; (2) the energy shortage, which has placed a
* premium on the grain-based meat production system
since feed grains require high inputs of fossl fuel er
ergy; (3) changes in consumer fastes, which are shifting
away from the T‘ngher fat-content grades of beef com-
mon fromegrain-fed herds toward the leaner grades pro-
duced by grasé feeding; and (4) research demonstrauing
thaf optimal weights can be achieved by combsning grain
feeding with - grazing rather than' utilizing either one
alone,” Taken together, these. developments suggest a
reversal of the displacement of cattle ranches with feed-
lat ogerations and an enlarged ralé for farmers managing
_grass feeding gperations. Thanks to the undeveloped po-
tential pasture land, mild winters, ang favorable rainfall
in their region. Southern farmers are 1n an exceptionally
good position to benefit disproportionately from these
trends, i ‘

To reap some of these benefits, however: black lahd-
owners must ecure access to addiftonal land Unlike
some products, hivestock production 1s more land- &han
labor-intensive. A single“farmer can care for 20 as well |
as 5 head of cattle—so long as he had 30 additional
acres of pasture land. The ‘increased availability of public

. land for grazing could thus provide a crucial_increment
to_the lricc)nes of black landowners, Not only would this™,
prowde a source of forage Yor livestock and thu§ aIIOW
black farmers 1o accommodate larger herds. kgt alsa it’
would allow them to devote a larger share of their own
lands to grain production and thus cut down on ther -
] need for costly grain purchadés 1» the market. These
.1 benefits could be augmented, moreover, by the forma-
tion of grazing associations through ¥hich small farmers
5 could cooperate to care for each other’s livestock and
. ¥ make improvements in the pablic range resources .

Determpung the real feasibility of this strategy must,
. of course, await further inquisy into the possble mie-
chamcs of the relationship between the public agéncict
and black landowners, and into the characterstics of the
“farm operations of black !andowners gn the vicinity of
suitable public lands The fact that in 121 of the 177
countigs containing both substantial federal land and
substantal black land at least a quarter of all farms are
Mivestock farms,” ™ however, lends credence to tHe
v idea, f0r it makes it clear that these c0untles are indeed
., In the South's livestock . By the same token, there
is ample: ewdence that black Ianclowne'rfmve long been
> accustomed to farmmg arrangements involving joint qp
* erations of twd or more farms, ane ownad and the oth-
a " ers rented. In fact, black part bwners—those owning a
portion of the fand they farm and renting the rest—have
historically been the most.prosperous of all black farm-
. owners, operating larger farms and earming higher in-
- . comes. Reﬁeclungthis.'fait until very recently the decline in
- the numbers of black part owners has been significantly
less severe than the decline in the numbers of black full
owners.” With the tremengous rise in land values in the

I

*

te H‘\ 1960s, however, this trend was reversed, as black part
i dwners lost aceess to thew rental lands.'in large
\\ & - ~ "“"-.‘_\‘ - :
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numbers® 1n a'sense, access to pubhc lands could re-
store some of this lost Jand to black part owners and
thus pronide important help to the traditionally strongesl
group of black farm enterprises.

" In addition to the grazing option, such access could
provide other avenues -0f ipcome supplementation as
well, For example, the following activittes could each
yield an additiomal $1,000 in annual mncome for a farm
farmily.

» (1) Three acres of land planted n «cucumbers (re-
quires 90 hours per week of harvest fabor from
June 1-}uly 20).

{2) Three acres of fand planted in okra (requires 45
" = hours per week from june 20-October 13). . ,

(3) Thirteen agrds of gogd éro;ﬂland in watermelon
{requires 15 hours per week of harvest fabor
, from July 4~August 15).

N (4) four acres of good pasture land for nine feeder
T pigs. .
{(5) Forty-six acres of goad'pasture fand for 23 beaf
cxude.

Small plots of land fade available through the Coms of
Efgineers or the Fish and Wildlife Service could thus be
put to quite profitable use, 5ince mast black farmowners
earn less than $3,000 from their farms, the result could,
be a one-third increase in farm *income as well as a
more efficient use of the existing stock of machinery.

A th|rd way inwhich access to public lands could ad
minonty enterpnse s 1n the area of timber operations.
As we have seen, both the National Forest Service and -
the Fish and Wildlife Service maintain actve forest man-
agemenl programs on their land holdings 1n the South,
utdizing private contractors who bid for the nght to cut
tumber on these federal lands. Though few—if any—mi-
nonty bustnessmen take part in these prograﬁs there is
precedent for special arrangements o aid thern in the
form of the set-aside, program under which a portion of
all timben cutting contracts are reserved for small busi- .
nessmen. By allowing minority logging firms to bid on
these contracts at reducedarates, the federal government
could provide ap important boost to a new form of mi-

« nonty, enterprise at virfually no cost 1o the government.

Npt ghly could such firms do business with the Jfaderal
agencies involved in tmber operations, but they
couldy also provide .an important_service to black land-

. owners genaglly by transforming currently unproductive’
an income-producing ¥

timber on black-owned land
resaurce, One recent study of timber management prac-

Y tices of black landowners showed,. for Example, that

iwo-thirds of the Jandowners interviewed had sold trees
in the previous decade, yet almost none had engagecf-in
even minimal forest management actvities and most had
<old their trees as'standing timber. before the trees had
matured.and without competitive %ids: to loggers who
contacted them.™ A minority- ownedJoggmg firm given
special advantages on the pubilc lands would thus have
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" a natural source of supply outside of the public lahds as
well, and could work with a$sociations of black land-
owners to develop forest management programs that

" could benefit the logging firm and.the landowners alike,

- -
)

Condwiou.zs and Recommendation;

~The suggesltons outhned here Just begm to scratch the
surface' of the ways 1§ which public land could be uti-
Jized to promote .minonty entdrprise deyelopment, and
- to promote it without permanently impawing ‘the publlc
land or diverting it seriously from its Prumary publc use.
The federal land- -holdiigs in the South represent - an
enormoys nationai resource that could yteld far greater
soctal pay-offs of they were managed with greater mnag-
* nation and sensitivity. As we have seen, in fact. the no-
tion that federsal lands should be utilized to promote, na-
tional pnorrtles is firmly rooted n public land taw
tradition. And the encouragement of minonty business
develqpménl and the protection and expansion of mi-
nonty equity Ownership certamnly quahfy as national
priorities :

To translate this potennal into reality. however, several
critical steps are ‘needed. In the first place, there is;a
need for further detarled research at>the individual, enter
prise level to determing how particul# groups of minor-
-ity farmers cquld take advantage of the opportumities ofs,
fered by the public lands 10 thew vicimity. Among other
things, we need 10 know how many minority landowners
live close enodugh te pubhc grazing land to make use of
it, what experience these'landowners have with beef eat-
tle opérations, ‘what grazing fees and other benefits
_-would make the yse of public land economically profita-
" ble for lhem, what financial and technical assistance they
maght heed, what size herds are suitable apd necessary,
and what: qypes of organizatidnal arrangements like graz-
"ing associations might be helpful Simiar - research is

. needed with. .regard to timbér opesatrons as well as nu-

-

labor-Intensive vegetable crops that could be grown on
. public lands—- * . ~

Ciosely related to this research nee;l is the.need for an

N educﬁronql prograrh to acquaint relevant pohcy-mékeré

. ‘with the conclusions of the existing research on the eco-
.~ nomics of scale in agricutture. To date, this research “his
demonstrated ratherconvinangly that whatever advan-
tages-accrue- to large-scale farm Gperations are mot the
result of technical efficiencies ansing from internal econ=
omies of scalg in agncultural production. In his pioneer-
ing sludy for the U.S,~
Patrick Madden demonstrated that most-econarmes. of
, size are captured. by the modern, fully-mechaiuzed one
. or two-man farm.” The real ecénomies of scale are not
" techmcal but artefical, ptoduced by the actwns of sup-
ohiérs, purchasers, End government tax and subsidy,
policies.”

For munority landowners, and small farmers generally,
these Indings ha\\ie important imphcationg *Arlthough' the
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Inerous specialty actvities like_beekeeping and vanous

H]

epartment of Agnculture, tn fact,. -

fully-mechamzed one or two man farm-found to capture
mast of the technical gconomies of size 1s still substan,
tally larger than all but a few of the minonty-owned
farms in the region. the dispardty 15 not so great as much®
~of the popular wisdom suggests. Access to public lands
‘could thus substantially narrow this 8ap and help trans.
form aumerous marginal farms wnio technically efficiant
operations, especially if the proper crops are chosen for
. the available mix of land. labor, and equipment. At the
same time, the importance of artifical economies of
scale underlines the fole that marketing and supply cp-
operatives could perform in making available to smallér
farmers the purchasing discounts and marketing pre:
miwums that Rave given larger producers ther im-
portant edge In short, there is substantal eviderice ihch-
cating that the disappearance of the small farmer,,and
. espacially the minonty farmer, 1s not an inewitable trend
dictated- by impersonal technical forces To the contrary,
the evidence suggests that a two-pronged strategy mak-
. g public lands avadlable more readily to minority land- *
. owners and encouraging the developmenl of markenng
.md supply cooperatives to serve these fandowners coutd”
‘go_a substantial dlstance toward reversing this {rend
wnhout any saCnfsce n efficiency.

For this stralegy to have.any chande, h0wever, there is  »

i need to alter ¥he attitdes ‘and procedures -of public

land managers At. present, public land policy in the

South osallates exclusively between the two poles of

conservation and development. The social welfare di-

' mengion of pubhe land policy that has historically pro-
vided a thizdpole 1n this debate has been all but forgot-
ten The thrust of the discussion here, however, has been
to suggest that 1t should now be reslored, that aftentidn
should be’directed to the issue of. who benefis~ from
varioysetypes of commercial activty on pubhc lagts 1n
addinon tg the issue of how mych of~such actiity
should occur In particufar, we are convinced that the
pubhc lands could providé an imménsely” cost-effectve
way to prpfmote the important national goal of expanded
minonty, equity ownership ard b\usuness development,

'bu‘i that thys will not occur without vanous types of spe-
cial arrangements. Dewsmg these arangements—whether
they be mandatogy contract set-asides, lower permit fees,

or special iraiming programs—should therefore become a ¥

high pnonty matter for public land mgnagers and others

interested 1n promobing minorty enterprise, .

If the federal agenciés involved in land management
must be educated to the potentl,als available in this area,
however, so_muist ‘the minonty landowners themselves.
At present, &e have only the most fragmentary ewidence’
about how_ much mindrity Jandowners know about the
commgraal, opportunities available on public Iands/m
their victmity From all indications. however, mmorlty
landowners rarely know of the existence of federa! and
reqources, let atene the commercial wses that cag be
made of them. As 2 consequence, munonly participation
1r:|fthese uses s virtually nen-existent What 15 needed,

’
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theeefore, is an intensive educational effort to inform mi-
" nonity businessmen of the opportuntties that public kands
can provide, whether |n agriculture “or otherwise. As
backgmund to this. effoft, it would be helpiul to inter
view a cross-section of black lindowners in the vicimty

 these lands.and what special arrangements might be nec-
essa"lfy to make the use of these lands most profitable to
them. . . ’

Even if implemented s» {aTo, the recommendatnons of-
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of federal lands to lears how much they know abowt *

fered here will not produce a revolutionary transforma.
tion of minonty landowners into agribusiness tycoons,
What 15 ctaimed for them, rather, 1s the more modest
objectve of stabilizing a seriously endangered mmonty
business community in possession of a unique minority
equity resources, and doing-so at exceedingly small cost.
Consrdering the hkely ratio of benefits 10 costs, however,
the expenment seems well worth pursuing. By combmmg
two, large, untapped resources—black land and public
Iand—lhe Nation could make a significant contribution
to mlnorlty buslness developmem at mimimal pubhc cost.
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the- Southern Region, Pr:epared for the U.S. Forest Serv-
.ice, US.. Department of Agriculture by james E, Morrow,
-Robert L. Chaffin, and loseph C. Horvath (February 1975).
1 am grateful 10 Mr. Carl Holt, Range Management Spe-
" cialist; U, Forest Service, Region 8, for permission o
seea pre-publ:catuon copy ¢f fhis report.

¥ Persbnal Intemew, Carl Holt, March 12

Programs on National Forests in the 5
pp. 176, 234 Since the data base.for these compansons
was exlremely small, however,’ we must be cau:_ous
R abGut reading firm conclusrons into them. Only 18 black

permitiees, wee included’ in the’ sample, about 3.8 per-
. cent of the 468 permittées for whom ‘race. was noted.
V- What is ‘now needed i1s a mote thorough inquity into the
beef cattle opefatiohs of black landownpers specrf:cally

¥ .. This pomt is addressed more fully below. .. .
. Y The 1941 law requining Corps paymennlts counties
. - specifres thal 75 percent of: all lease income should go

70?C—3] The figures not
© -+ "amounts recordeq 2§ fayments to the counties. We are

: Ty #

Atlantle Division, Cotps'of Engineers, for these data. .

and Wildlife o aII Regidnal Dlreclors May 29,

L System, [anuary1 1974, .

o Tmys, Departmenx of the Interior, Fish and “Wjldlife
) Service, Bureau of Sport Fnshenes and -Wildlife, Division
« < of Wildiife Refuges, National Wildlife Refuges Grazing,
DT Haymg, and T:mber Summaries, 1970. :

"Class Y=5 fam:s are thdse' generaling ;t
- of i mcorne from sale of farm groducts

s
¢~ ‘Servi kurvey of Credit Needs of Soufheastern Lwestock
A Producers by R. L. Fox and+L.. L. Monroe {Washmgton
Py D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974), P2

e T

:

3

P

oo USD& Opportuﬁn{es to Tncréade Red Meat Produc-
¥ t:on from Ranges of the L,Imted States (1974Y, pp. 10-20;

f\"B,l,g‘ Frends.in Beef Feedmg," Agn-Fmance {Septembeg_,.-ﬁ

- Ottober 1970}, *_

)

o,
: R Y “Iwestock farm” is one tha? receives,more than
= 50 pexcent of its |nccﬁ|

- ' ”Bezween 1950 and 1964 thérdecline in the number
‘:1"? of part owners was 39 petcent, compared to a 50 per-
BRI * ceht drdp o the numbér: of full owners, Salamon, Black-
A »Dwned tand, p. 28‘ Lo an

e from sale of*llveslock products

S grateful to Mr. Vaugha Speakman..Chief of the Managé-
" . ment fand Disposal Branch, Real Estate Division, South

_ ment of Forest Lands of the National Wildlife Refuge '

s, Depqm'nent of Agriculture, Farmer Coope tive.

M Ana!ysas of Grazmg Programs on Nationa Forests in’

" Between 1964 and 1969 the number of black part
_owners declined 4& percent whilé the -number of black
full owners dropped a, more hmned 22 percend. a‘b:d £

28. - - (
2 Glen Howze, “Forestn,' and the Black Landowner,”’ -
Paper prepared for Dehvery a the Workshop on the’ De?
velopment Potental of Black- ‘Owned tand, L')uke Umger-

stty, December 6, 1974, pp. 10-12. , e /

= | “patnck Madden,” Economies of Size in farming, *
U.S: Department of Agrniculture, Economic ‘Research Senv-
ice, Agncultural Economic Repor: No 107 {Wash-ngtop,‘ -

. DC.w9en. |, " .

to -the counly in which the knd is: located (33, USC |
hese are thus 1% times the -

-

" 1’Me' orandum from Director of thE Bureau of Spott

923> Cited hereafter as’ Wildlife Buredu Director’s

Memo May29 1973: - - t
L T L e Lt
20~ ®US Fish and Widlife Service, Rolicy op Manage-

ast $2,500

;2 For a discussion of these “aruficial” economies, see  *
Ray Marshall and Allen Thompson, “Ecdnomies of Size . -
and the Future of Black Farmers,”” Papér Prepared for,
the Workshop on the Development Potential of Black
land Duke Unwerslty, Decamber& 1974 "

.
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Appendix 1 Tuscaloosa "'8.555 s g_
o # - E
: ) Location of Nationdl Forest Units, by County, , _ Unet Total : 362.458" ¢
o - in Eight Southern States’ - Tuskegee Macon © 10778 - . ‘
el o s ° - & UmtTotal 10778 -
»  NATIONAL ) . STATE TOTAL * ° 636415
i L }JNIT CQUNTY * FOREST ACREAGE . Ouach!la Ga,r[and N 105,877 - _‘_,
o . ' Hat Springs< %0 ° .
’ ALABAMA -~ ) ! ) Howard ' N 1,246 .
‘Bankheide | Franklin®  ° 1584 - . lfogm . . 18,770 .
. . La‘w'rence 89,299 ~ P Montgomér}( _301,369, x v
‘. i Winston,_ 08,3418 vy, ., ;_ern,' N 96,163 N
Unit Total e 179224 S 233
. . .~ Saline . . 52,307 . .
Cowng'on 54,724 ~ . Scopt’ 356 800N B
' Escambla AL I | . " . -'Sebastian 11,498 . .
" Unit Total - 83,955 ‘ , Yeli 1886 -, :
.- . . ' ,73 '
Bibb . 60,286 . ‘ o Unit Total 1,339,739
Cathoun 15,234 Polk 194,361
Chilton 21,425 Ozark. Baxter - 61,147 . . . N

N . Clay . 66,272 S “ Bentdn | T7,639 ‘

FLo., e Clebume 80,581 - ' - Conway - " 6,970 .

A - Dallas © 4984 Crawford ™ 83125 w
e, Hale 28,375 e . -~ wfrankdm 101,167. .,
o PN Pdrry” = 32,278 . #  )ohnsoh  ~ 174,503 '

Lo L Talladega =, 4518 | 84 . Loﬁz 74,260
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’ . 1 Madison. 47,232 . MISSISSIPPI 4 . . 77
.Y -~Maron . 4,778 - Bienwville lasper 17,145 s '
©od% . i{ Newton 194164 - ; ‘ _ Néwton 3,128
«. Popg . 182,948 . . Scott ¢ ' 86593
‘ L. Sedity, ;80238 - ' ¢, v, aSimh 70712 .
¢} Stone 60370 - Uit Total “ 176,978,
\ Van Buren- ° 31418 \ . -
: Washington  p+ 22,990 ., . -Desoto - Larrest 50.362
oy ‘ : . g . George ~ 8,781
5 Yell 24,725 . s + .
‘. L % Unit Tofal T 107725 7 Greene 32.910
e ADSE O{a . R Hargison 1,585
G- Frgnc:s e | 11,354 e Jackson - 18,535 .
A - Pl'uiitps . 9.489 ., , Jones 33.128. ,
' “Unit Total » 20843 ¢ " Pear) River 5.256
W : B Perry ! 160,699 4
.. STATE ToTAL A 2,458,307 Stone 39787
O GEQRGIA , @ T - Tt e, Mayne o e
. Chattd- S ) STy Unit Totl 5014154 -
N R thoochee anks - ° 656 ) Ho!ly Springs Benton ., * 51,488
R . h¢°53 ‘ 5 Lafayette 37.277
o ’ g attgzga 22}3 - Marshall 20,384
oo N aws - ' Tippah . 7,762 .
PP © ., fannin - 106,468 ., U::::m ) 7931 »
" . £, 5 d + -~ "
‘ ‘f ' gPﬁy;de' - sgiggé ’ , VYalobusha 20,183 )
K “w?® Gibmer' - . 53, - - . e T .
N Gordor 8071, . . )’ Unit Total - .145,025‘
" Tt Habershidm ~ * 40694 ¢ Himochitto, Adams - 14,203, )
' o Lumpkm e . 57,642 Amite | gaq B30 e
o P Murray 49,908 - Copiah 7,265 " ' .
. Rabun 143.530,, .+ Frankin 95.135 "
. Stephens 22,287 ~Jefferson - 7.742 "
"y . Towns = 56559 ~ T + Lincoln 7.835 ", °* o
e, !Jnlc:n . 95593 . . < Wilkinsan © 21,545 4
o oo Walker 19,116 . . UnitToral , . 189,079 .
Yo ral - Whae oL, 42586 - T : ‘-
N e * whitfield . 12,780 Delta Sharkey . 59174
s reeionmes o * - —ae o
H = s Unit . Tolé\l 739.308 . U!I'III TO‘Ial . . . 59,1 74 -
. .- . h
L Oconee Greena: » 23,643 .- Tombighee .. Chickasaw’ 25432 4.
. " Jasper 26,057 - ’ Choctaw , ~ 11,215 '
| jones . 16,500, - - . Oktihbelia « ° | 117 R X
S J o Mogne . 436 . Pontatec 461" TN
N B L . Ocone’e - - 254 - v 4 r Winstort 28,0_5_9: ST
SR . 08]911"0799 3,768 -, , Unn Total ' “ 68,284 ° -
DL ™ _ Bumam’ 33.6%6 . i ' e
- umt Total T \q  “104.27% STATE TOTAL . ST T36e%s /
T oy P . NORTH. S ' \ CA
A . ST, TOTM d . . - [l . i s v
. " v m : * t TR B 833’583 AROL'NA‘:‘:-' ] " . . /
‘LOUISIANA | > ST e W Nantabata T Cherokee « . " 82,79 /
a Kisgtchie  Claiborrie 191514 - ) - . Chy Y, 59975 \
y ., Gran[l 139t1q1 . ) 1 N Glﬁhal’l‘! ‘. 11_1,065 o . ;;(
RS Nachitoches' 127,701 - .* A gackéon 28.373 7
- Rapides * . ‘*! +102.090 L . " Macord” », 149,448 -
. Verpon,® 84,063 - ¢ ‘ . - Swait - 15,948 - i
- L Webster, 12,071 . ¢ Transyhdrma -5,226 LS ! :
!, %, | Winn ' .118,53_5 . : T ' f_\]m iog‘ﬂ T 45.2‘11;
’ ‘ UnitTotal %\ " 85 ‘ :ll ~ / .
P T - . - _ - - Al o ermn . - \’ ., \ - s - Y
~STA TOTAI. . L 595,215 LA Lo, ’ w  f
N =~ 3 o ' - e i - g
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i, . R
- . L] " . - - - . -
Coae . : \l’\__.\_‘_ v
* L] L4 L] *
- . - : , o
- ' r toe . hi
p,sgah . Avery L 22691 » , . ' Cocke .. 44,044 , od
Buncombe 4 31,391 . i Greene 36,091 - 7
. ~ ) Burkq o, 47,561 . Johnson 49,378 . -
e . Caldwell L .49323 McMinn 2% o -
‘ Haywood | 68375 ° % , "Monroe, % 143568 -
) Hendetson 17,296 X Polk’ © 150.870 ; '
MeDowell 67,058 . Sulivan 37345 - -
Madison” 47793 y Unicoi ~, - 52,068 . .
Mitchel) ¢ 16432 \ ) Washibgton 17,216 . '
3 N Fd e i
' Transylvania 82,737 . Unit Total 617, 652 .
. Watauga - '393 : . " -
- Yancy .'1-;= . 31467 . STATE TOTAL 7 617,652 .
. -—_ . - - - "o
. s UnitTofal * 4'8%312 VIRGINAA . e } * . \ \.' :
<t Croata Carteret ¢ 56,591 < . Geor‘ge,J v . ) ' ’
. . Craven, + 60932 - Washmgton Alieghany .- 139704
o "tefes 39074 Amhersl .. 53,509 ot
- . . —_— Augusta * 7192342 ¢
Al ’ - l 7 >
S Unit Totals 13659 -Bath ‘. 47199
Uwharrie -~ Bavidson ", 959 Botetodkt ¢ 13 3,094 —
Montgomery 36,424 * > Frederick 4768 < .
R "' . Randolph - 8.364 e _ Highland + ¢ 53712 ' *
qf N U.mqutal ‘45,747 Nelsors * 14.059. P
. . : o s % Page : 26,041
. yCherokee  Ashe _ 3 " _ .Rockbridge . 45355
. : \ . vUmit Total N ] . 2Z . " Rockmgham .. 138,169 >
B . » o - O . Shenandoa 77,399 ° X '
i " . STATE TOTAL/_ L . 1 137:09 . » wa‘.ren - . '.'5,599 ‘.
- SOUTH  ° Y e : . . P Unit Tofal+ T essarT
- . g:::ROLINA . ‘. . ., .- .3\, . .'. ' . 181974 - v 4.
. Francs - .o 68,695
- Marion  Berkeley 389,714 ' : 64’2 66§ . |
‘ , Charleston. 59311 ‘5130 ) .
L ] - ; - = T e ' ’
- R 4 . Y - ' UrﬁtTOla! 1 249;025 115‘2'55 -a
- - - »*
. Surnter- Abbeville . 21,821 i . Dickenson, 9,003 :
. “ o« _ Chester D 11,943 . e G'lé's 59,879 . -
) P Edgefield 28,866 ‘ . ot s Grayson oL e '
. . Farfield © 12381 - ‘ Lee - . 11,873 .
. . . ~ Greenwoed 10,65?‘ > y .‘- 4. . Mon_tg_OmePry. 19,211 - LA
_Layrens - = 20676 7 . A Pulaski 19,258 at
- \ McCormlck 7652 YT * Roanoke ot 2559 0 '« t
7 Newberry 55, 1  Rackbrdge 7. 21,00 °
. - Oconee L7771 Beott | 34,374 s
. o " S—IUda < om 4 4’229 Smyth 59,257 h
.t . ion. T s »,  Tazewel 5,945 ¢
. 2. [ L
y - U?nt Jowl . . Shington ° 20,393,
, M s . Wise . 22,600
N "S‘mt‘ rom. j . %&ss- « Wythe ., 52580 .
F o e , o Unit,Total - 651976 . Y
. : TENN,ESSEE‘_ 3 _ LU _
i Cherckee " | Cirter o° 82884 - - STATE TOTAL: © '/ © 1,586,723
e e : ' L ’ v L\ R
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L. ‘ . ' : Appendlx 2’ i 79
" : Annual Couectmn tatement, National Forest Fund Fiscal Year 1973 *
, - ; . _'\\ . . , K <
- . . .o . o ., : Adnussion j ) A
t B ) . oL .Land { _ and . :
- Forest ) ' Timber Grazing Use  "Power  Minerals User Fees. Total + *
. ALABAMA . 51053 91{7 s 433 YU sire s 98543 § 12683 $ 1189454
Bankhead 297.374 510 234——~“m,am_,_ 1,753 ; 371,709 -
. . Conecuh 287,272 433 7 3037 36,641 »5895  + -330.546 .
o Jplladega® . 452,836 930" 2493 100 15,033 471440 e
+ . Tuskegee . 15,605 . 140 12 # 15758 -
) A - . +
ARKANSAS ', © 6 4168567 - o03148 30,030 1982 173,79, ‘52765  § 4446:062
Ouathita 773568313 8040 14,594 1377 684320 30233 #3.691357
Ozark o 583,045 5108 12316 610 89,731 18.659 709,284
. St. fincis A " 17,209 3,120 * 15,633 3273 45,421
3 . - b > * ) ’ .
.~ .GEORGIA - Toe $1357303 . 12 12,033 777- 5 16,395 30,124 S 1,422,506
L’ Chattahoochee N V772477 28 7,097 741 T35 30124 826984
Oconee . 584,826 94" 4,956 " 36, 5260 . . 59522
LOUISIANA . o " s .- ‘
\ . Kisatchie .-$ 5,527,473 5,1%7 6,577 7,373 166,017 23508  $ 5,742,846
2 N e , * . N ] A
MISSISSIPPL $ 5315602 3086 16,059 + 3,236 °4,283.468 28356 $ 6.649.815
7 7 -Bienville .. 31584 "Ba. 1043 94 . %782 270 416,570 -
/' Deha 80,590 At TN e 127,565
: DeSoto. DT. 268402 (3992 4,866 2,254 . 389,657 ﬂ 3,223,790,
Holly Springs 38669 C 4,410. 220 . . 781 | 5,856 349,438 7,
b mochitto 1,548,675 - 4,980 868 709,414 4,261 .2,268,200
_Tombagbea . 207,804 C w447 40,472 .. 15528 264,252,
" : NGRTH .CstOLI'NA‘r * § 942,065 o0- 11,883 512914 1656 45409  $ 1010605 -
* *Crbatan - e teme 94824 Y254, 2475 S 962 102,273 " -
Nantahaila 412,201 ' 4849, 2572 700 21,263, | 444,741
pisgah - 384,885 4,350 7232 .98 22,184° 413,263
Uwharne v 50155 & ] 123 12 . 38 _ 50,328
: SOUTH CAROLINA - $ 3,153,460 36 " 10083 " 919 e '_ 40 5846° % 3,170,446 g
Francis Méfrion 1669059 36 29%. 122 - 40, 1,672,794
Sumter . 1.484,401 757 797 5,846 . 1498252
VIRGINIA $ 3mazs .. 656 10, 301 3046 14783 70,106 . 438,187
George Washington 203,586. T36510 1701 12,414 44,970 268,140
Jefferson "~ 133, 842 ﬂss . 6650 1345 .. 2,369 -. 25136 170047
% e L fr - M
\' * TOTAL - 521,354 935. $21,96,§. $98,849 - $25,363 - $1,754,698  $288,197-  $24,069,921
—N = ‘
Source: 5. Fbrest Semce Annual Colfecnon Stalemenl F¥1973., ’
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' 80 v ! Appendlx 3 PO ) /.’ A!Igloon'a La:e copt v 37,755
: Bartow,” Cherokee, Cobb. .
+ Major Corps of Engineers’ Holdings in the Sot lheast : - ; : et
o ’ P gineers’ ings in the Sou . Lake Sidney Lami@r ) 56.042i :
, : -~ Clack Hil¥ Lake 99,95
5 State v Instattatson and_‘ Count\( tes) - Atreage Y him Woodruff Reservour - - 36,287
: = - = . . Decatur; Semmo!e ’
ALABAMA Wést Point Lake Proyect 6.89% S W:rl-ter-F-George tock and Bam 25183 .
: ¢ :Chambers - - | T T s Hartwell | Lake 26,626 .
Demopohs Lock and Dam 8,695 - ) Franklin, Hart. Slephens .
. " - Greene, Hale, Mar@ngo, Sumter ) . Canter's Lake ™ . o 8,900 (
’ Walter F George Lock.and Darm 24,244 > -——~ - Gimer, Gordon, MUrny , N,
- e Bagbour, Henry. -Houston. Russell LouslmA Bonnet'Tarre Spillway % 7.697,
: L. Cofffeville Lock and Dam ——6.274.. - . St Charles : .
:. © T Holglock-and Dam 2,330, T o Bayou Bodeay Dam antl ..
: . Tuscaloosa * ; . e " 32,498 -
e - Dorninelly Reseérvoir : 4.030 Bossier, Webster . I )
; - Autauga, Daltas, Lowndes, NVilcox Muss, River-§ and SW Passes. JL9P7
L Claborne kock and Dam | 3011 f: Plaquemsnes s
- Ciark,I Mmortroe, Wilcox > S Old River Closure Project .« t'z‘,wa
fOnES Bltf Logck and Dam | 5,334 - : COﬂi’.OFdiﬂ, PO!!’\[{‘»COUDQ(‘. W .
: - Autiugs. Lowndss . ’ folictama -
: - = Ga itle L d 010 . . i -
= U g’fﬁ;‘:ee ock anch Qam 1010 [ MISSISSIPPL* Arhabutla Lake r 36.023
I \ - . ' . h - T.‘llE'_. n'esolq "
"N ARKANSAS DeQueen Lake | . D70 / T Erid Lake . ' 43,437
. ‘ Sevier ' ] o T, 9Panol'a, Lafayelte, Yalobusha
- * - Blakely Mt. Dam and Reservoir - 7?,256% o , \S@nada Lake . 84470
- ’ Y Garland . . Calhoun, Grehada, Xajobusha . r
® .. -Biue Mp Lake - .. 1709 Sardis Lake 98050 -\
. . logah, Yell ., .. - Marshall, tafayette. Panoly N
o * Bull Shoals Lake : 64345 - ! - Te, wYazod Project-Ashew, .. 4,305 .
- JBaxter, Bosne, Marion, ., " _-_f . Okatlbbfe take - . . - 10,954 -
. t .. 'Lake Greeson L0018, 953 . ¢ Kempér, Lauderdale . . : -
R e . 4 Pike o ~ .t .,  rHillside Floodway - 15,383
T . Nimeod. Lake - f rmo S : Holmes, Yazoo -~ e
5 } 0 Perry, Ye* - i . NORTH a New Hope Lake Pro;ect 28184,
: . Morolk (a o 4905'2‘ [CAROLINA +,  Chatham,
: ’ Baxter, Fulton co 2 ™7 WL Kers Scott Dam and
| i "Bayou Bodeau Dam anrd Reser\roarf I, 148- ' . Rebenqur . 3,754
| L - + v . woa ' T -
v . Lafayette . ) ... -John H.Kery Bam and - AR
. . Dadanelle tock and Dain’ .44‘.97;2 L . Reservorr 27,103
) - ' Johnson. Logan, Pope. el O ‘- Witmington Harbor Ea{,ie 1.423"
1 . . * Greers Ferrf Lake ™ 40“14‘ ) Bronswick " C .
. Cleburne .- . ¥ ' e . I
. . Table, Rock take 3050, SOU?H . Ci;“k Lake’ .- T, 49,5% ..
, . e GARQ cCormick, Abbhewile «
- + /Boone, Carroll | i .' | 4
Lve, .Bea\"ef Lﬂke . 3_8,04}] 7. Vet D H rtwel Lake . 50,257
o I . Benton, Carroll, Madison, Washingtor '\’;”EG'N”,‘\,"_ . Flangagan Qam and Reservoir 7,510 -
. ' ,.  Millwood' Lake * 35797 .., Northumberdand +*,  » e
. Hempstead; Howard,-Sevier, Lttle "> " - --  ,.% .No. “Fork. ok Poutld Lake . 5177
/ " RivEr ’ ‘Wiser ) ,
. \"/Dec;ay‘l,ake 30,(,01 ‘ i !othH Kert Dam and Reservour 7 603'
. . " Glark, Hot"Springs ® P o\ EhatTlte, Mockienb,u'rgf Hahfax R
M Ciflham take . 3.“75« o © Pheipott Reservasd = ° 9,336
: . : Howard,-Poke. Sevier - . " Frankhim, Henry, Patrick o
o Ozark tock and Dam 07po i Bligsione lake " , -° 1649
: Crawfosd, Frankiin B <L S K
- : ’ Gathpght Loke .
N GEORGIA West Point Lake Project” 35’838 ’ aneent R -&_6__613 :
Co R Troup -« . ce. L TOTAL ,-1,476,936 N
E‘ . ] - ) 4 p 88 . \ . a’"
5 R . . N * W * i i 1
:-_ R £ - L .
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Yazoo - “ . Hillad

) - Plaquerrine
Rental Receip from U.S. Corps of Engineers Lan
I.eased in Seven Southem States, by County, Fy 1973 !
Pointee
- ; . Coupee
. , Corps ~ St Charles
' *State-County = Project Receipts St. Mary.
) . s . ~ Vermilhon
¥
. ALABAMA T :
Autauga Jongs Blufi L&D 5 618] Webster
Mantgomery Jo uff L&D, 1,620 43 West
Baldwin GIYWwW - + 998 Feliciana
Barbour \W.F\ggeorge L&D - 5.338.86 « Madison -
.Dallas W.F Gearge L&D * 2077, )
f:Ienry W.F. George L&D 277.60 TOTAL.
“Stewart ' W.F. George L&D S 179550 MISSISSIPPY
. Clark Claiborne L&D 60.36 Calthoun
. Monrog Clasbogne L&D 780 535 DeSoto
" Choctaw jackson L&D 260 85 Grenada
“Green Tenn. ‘Tombig. WW 231260 Hinds "*
_Tuscaloosa It L&D 33.41 LI
Wilcox iler’s ferry 18D, 85233 Holmes
TOTAL B $ 13,224.92 :
. . Humphery
GEORGIA Lafayette
. Battow AliatoonaBam = = § 1156949 .
Cherokee . Allatoona Dam . 13,539.12 Marshat|
Cobb ' Allatonna Dam 115294 Panola’
awson ', Buford Dam Sl 1,122.84 ’
. th Buford Dam 4121372 ¢+
Hall™\, Buford Dam . 3104924 - oTate
Cwinnet”™ _ Buford Dam . 756.44
Lumipkin - Buford Dam e - 39.90 Turtca
*Pecatur Jim Wdodruff Dam . 488880 en
1. ‘Seminolé Jim Woodruif Dam 349.13 \
. ¢ Columpia Ctark Hill 1ake - 9,299.99 Yalobusha
T CElbert | Clark Hill Lake - 696.72 .
tincoln  ,  Clark Hill Lake . 779847
o« McDuffie * , ClBrk HIN Lake 840,53
. Hart - :,artw'eli take —_  ° 5,460.73
*-_Staphens artwel-takeg —=——-— 7271
e Franklin +  Hartwell Lake 498.75 TOTAL
Tl'oup ' West Paint Lake 1,87115’:1_ = - NORTH CAROLINA
TOTAL e $13223481 _ / Camden
. ‘ - Y Gramville
LOUISIANA, . ’ W Vance
_ Bossier | Bayou Bodcau §  1,145.64° Warren -
"4, - Caddo - Wallace Lake ' 340.09, Wilkes
Desoto Willlace- Lake T 116.24 .. P
Ibesvilie Galf ntracoastal s ﬁ ToTAL
L. : aterway. Apalachee.
- . ¥ Bay to Mexican Border r 139.65
jefferson Guif Intracoastal .
re o W3 erway Apalachee -
o /7™ " Bay to Mexicag, Border 40421
oy Laﬁau(che Cuilf- Intrat:oastalm‘!‘ !
R R q- Waterway Apalachee - )
oo T ey _ Bay to’Mexican Border 6,558.43
-

Mississippr River-
Batom Rouge.to -
Gulf of Mexco *

Old River

Bonnet Carre-Spillway
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway

Gulf Intracoastal

Waterway Apalaghee
Bay 10 Gulf of Mexico

Bayou Bodcau

Old River
Delta Pont

r -
Grenada Lake

Arkabutla
Grenada Lake

Waterways Expenrnent

Statian
Hillside Floodway
Yazoo River Levees
Yazoo River Levens

«Emid Lake |

Sardis Lake
Sardis Lake .
Askew Area
Enid-Lake -
Sardis Lake
Arkabutla Lake
Askew Area’
_Askew Area

Waterways Experiment

Station
Emid Lake .
Grenada

john _Kerr Lake
Johin Kerr 1ake
lohn Kerr Lake
W, Kerr Scott

"7,636.05
365.83

" 11,971.53
29,98

100.49
69076

431.41
12469 °

$ 30115.14

$ 33,3m\.92'

16,093,
41,079.56

rd

280.79
18.363.57 .

11.46 .

‘998 N
18,208.14 .
30,946.21
22.681.25

522.20
‘748724
617677 -
T 2760259 . . o

827.38 )
20,275.72

A‘-\‘;-

22340
36,759.78 3
26,702.20, |

742.99




Lot // . " ) - L
I T a N . " A s, : Y
T T ) rm ™ ] 3
M ) ’ - P . M * [
bour ,. A C
8 JOUTH CAROLINA T Charlotte - John Kerr Lake 94,76
.. Andersgn Hartwell Lake - $ 4,156 61 Halax Johh Kerr Lake -2877.79
Oconee Hartwell Lake = 1,79093 ° " Mecklenburg ., John Kerr Lake < 2y 788.36
McCormick  Clark _Hilt 1ake . 5,180 87 Frankhn Philpott Lake *° 4 & 99:75
_Auken " SRBA ‘ 4988 ,  Dickenson J W Flannagon
T Goles Bluestone a
TOTAL . , 41,178.30 ‘ P
VIRGINIA y e Wise N For {Pound C
~City of * . TOTAL -
! + Chesapeake Intracoastal Waterways $, 7.580.83 ‘
" Chesterfield  Appotamox Ryver ) ~ "Source: US Corps of Engineers. South Atlaptic Division,
. . Div. Channdl | + 11970 " Management and Disposal Branch, Real Estate
. _— Alggheny ,, Gathright. take 12.46 . Division. : .
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- Appendix 5 ' 83
! . Counties’ Share of Fish and Wildlife Service Receipts :
R . Under PL 88-523, Fiscal Year 1672 . .
L] . . '(" ',
§ ,.J"}‘ . // - . Counties’ ;
. ot ' . Share :
' "Natiohal X Y% of 1% of - : (Greater »
* Wildlite Adjusted 33% of .of Cols.
*  StaterCounty Refuge ) Acreage 1and ‘Cost Receipts 3 &4 -
¥ ALABAMA s . : .
Limestorle Wheeler 1953 - $ 6667 o $ 2,208 $ 6,667
. Madison - Wheeler 3025 10,326 - 838 - 10,326 -
Morgan Wheefer ’ 3405 1, 116237 N . 11,623
. Tofal. . : 8383 - . $28617 +$ 3,046 , 328617
ARKANSAS K _ : ,
\ Arkansas ‘White. Rwer 54918 © $17.001 $ 65,757 % 85,757
) Crittenden ~ Wapanocca S4B4 18,250° 557 % 18,250
Desha white Rwer- 23508 5576 31,381 31,381
¢ Mississippi Big Lake 390 — 1,145 71 "1345
Monrge M White River - 1791 ° 6,885 18,644 é 18,644 ,
Phillips White River 9.948 301 12,065 12,065, ,
-+ Pope _Holta%Bend 5593 6,002 46,002
- « Yel : = Holla Bend t et 773 458 0" 458
- Jotal 7 ) 119,178 $58,592 $128,488 . $153,706
GEORGHA o = , B _ . "
to Charleston Okefenokée @ . " o 172817 $30410 * $ 2897 . $ 30410
. Chaham - Savannah 5585 . 3858 188" ¢
-, Chatham Wassaw 10,049 8332 100 - -
.+ . Go. Towal - o . 15605 - 12,197 . 288 12,191
.~ Clinch Okefenokee ) 17720 - 2843 .. ’ Y, 2,843
\ . Jasper Piedmont " 6,298 3,877 .3,297 3,877
. Jones Piedmont 28011 " \{6,762 . 55723 55,123 <
o Mcintosh Blackbeard Is. © 5617 286 ) " ' .
" Mclnjpsh - Harrs, Neck © 2,686 . TR 203 .
Mclnt.?sh ‘Wolf 1s, 518 v )
Co\Taal . 8842, 2hdy.. T3 2,142 ’
. Wake ¢ . 7 Okefénokee 180,865 23,333‘ c oy e 28398 | -
L Fotal /o » e 420,160 . $96,62% $ 56,015 $134,987 T
- LOUISIANA - SRR T e A
Camersn - lacassine_ < 31123 $ &6 ’ $ 8778, .
; Cameron  * Sabine 139,436 - 3497\, 3,251
© Yt Co. Total I * 170,560. . "46126 -\ ® 2b0° © 7 46,276
i, . taSalle % c‘atahou!a\ « 5308 1,014 1357 - 1,014
. |.- _Plaguemines . - Delia T . 44,499 17,795 "'507,688 -7 507,688
r Total . . -7 220,368 $64,937 $519,854 - $554,979 .
e T . K 'E\ . e . . . (eontinued) .
.:‘ R - . ) BRI T, PR
. ! - a‘ _:,.‘ H . ' .‘: ' ) n- .
"‘r“ I"f“ N " y ‘3! 'l :
. o T : 3, K T,
_ i - 9 1 - e .
R SO L . . .,
. (Y ., 3 - - . 4 . i
v ' --u ": . { . ' ."’ - ¥ | : b
o . , 5, . ’
c - . " .
PO - o~ e -~ S "
o4 St . < —




1 . N [ N rd w
B » . ,
N\ ' ‘
H .. ” ] [4
» . ‘ .. . ) "
: 84 . Counties’ Share of Fish and Wildlife Service Receipts
. . . Under PL 88~523, Fiscal Year 1972 4
- . Countres”
) A * " = : ‘ L] . . »Share
o ! National - . ¥a of 7% of . . {Greater
. « Waldhfe o Adjusted - 25% ot of Cols.
. State-County . Refuge Acreage Land Cost Receipls . & 4)
MISSISSIPPI N ’ -~ : _
" Noaxubee Noxubee o, Mm2e3 - -$-8,059 % 3128 hd 8,059
_ , Oktibeha “ Noxubee. * . 16224 7.645 19,12§ .7 19720
. * Washington YaZoo 12,470 27.821 ' . 27.821
Winstona - Noxubee 18.235 ,», BATS 41,920 41,920
" Tatal 58,193 N £1KT - $757,912 $ - 96,921
: *  NORTH CAROLINA 7 IR . o < o
, Anson * Pee Dee 3,752 $ 6589 $ 669 $ 6589
- . Carteret Cedar Is 12,526 3,375 . 3,375
. Curntuck  f Mackay Is. 6,170 4,492 b 4,492
" ‘ Dare , 1 Peals 5893 .7 2,047 2,047
. £“ Hyde Mattamuskeet 3Q,177 23,883 ' 185
* ] Hyde Pungo )gk-s 15,052 41 ‘
, .~ Hyde Swanquarter . 15,500 o a3 . . .
" Co.Total N . 32— - 43,251 R 22 437251
. Richmond Pee Dee * 900 1,638 - 15 T1638
Waslﬁn " Pungo 4,805 . 4,123 * : 4123
T e 197,270 $ 65,5128 % 9n $ 65517
_ SOUTH CAROLINA *. . ) : e Do
‘,\\ Berkeley Santee . 2 ., $ 3 $ 75 $ 75
L {,+ Charlesion ) Cape Romain 34,218 4,104 30 4,104 .
, Chesterfield Sandhills 43,186 11,529 3.017 11.529
Clarendon - Santee 4,337 Y 6,751 ) . 6,751
o <+ Jasper *  Savannah 7617 4,122 * 4,122
Total ' 91,362 $ 26,511 _% 32 % 26,582
“ . VIRGINIA " , . : ’ :
N Accomack Chincoteague 9,021 $ 4,610 $ 12,236 $ 12236
Chesterfield Presqle  © 1.328 1,429 53 1.429
s . Fairfax Mason Neck 950 17,368 17.368
] Va. Beach ack By Asep L eas A
- Va. Beach ckay Is. 1842 360" .
N ,Co:Tdtal . 5.431 ~ . 6,841 n 6.841
. York glum Tree . e 32757, 334 , "_ 334
N Total 0 . 20,007 $ 30,584 . $ 12,301 $ 38210
e N Grand Total -~ . " T 1,054,921, $423,324 5731)(9 $1,099,519
\ - :
- I v * " i * L. : ‘ ’
" s T ’ )
: PY f:- * * . '92 .," 0
. x v ~ . » . - -
|
1 * W ‘ ' ¥ _ ' : » ‘ LN
Il: - o" " ) g .
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. g Appendix 6 ' . 85
- . -
. Southeastern National Parks
v . State e T - Unit . County ' Acreage
, ALABAMA . Horseshoe Bend NMP . Taltapoosa - 2,040
Russell Cave NM Jackson 310
e ! ' Natchez Trace Pkwy, ' Colbert, Lauderdale i 3,973
- TOTAL - 6323
 ARKANSAS . Hot Springs NP Ga'rland ’ 1,035
- Arkansas Post NM .
Ft. Smeth NHS ZE astian’ - - 12 t
Pea Ridge NMP . ~- enton . 4,278
. TOTAL i 5325 .
e ez N ;
* GEORGIA Ocmulgee NM . Bibb 683 -
e - Kennesaw Mt NBP  ~ Cobb 2,882 1
4 N ;‘\ndersonwlale NHS » Towns 2014
* Ft. Fredenca NMm . . Glynn 210
- Ft Pulaski NM Chatham '5,364 .
" Chickamagua NMP Catoosa, Dade. Walker '6.220 i
TOTAL _ 15,560
LY k% L] L
LOUISIANA ‘Chalpffite NHP 4 o st fEmand 111
R 7 =, - 2 r <
MISSISSIPPI, ; ' Vicksburg NMP yvabren ’ 1,686
. . Brice Crosg Rds, NBL.,'\ Clay . 1 -
Tupelo NB Lee . ) 1
- Natchez Trace K : . 29,700 °
T TOTAL’ ; 31,328 . :
. T T
NORTH CAROLINA Mt Raleigh Dare” 140
. , Cape Hatteras NS Vo * ) - 19 335
) Guilford Courthéuse NMP ™ Guilfor . ns |
" “Moores Creek NMP p Pendér T , 42 .
Y - Wright Brothers ’ . Dare . 350 .
‘ Bive Ridgg Parkway : . . ' . 41125
' - Soky Mitns, NI: ) + Haywood, Swan LN, 105 .
A . TOTAL Y . * 334,292
. yi 4 ! . ! - ¥ N
SOUTH CAROLINA Ft. Sumter, . ( » Charlestgn ;% 2 -
Cowpens NBS. PRI ~ " Cherokee , . . e
' King Mt. NMP " ~York, Cherokee } et 3950 .
;o TOTAL ' s 3953 ~
Y ] " - . . B .
4 - * " s
: ) ot ' ' .
-93, ] . . .
- , - - N v e o . -
L] : J > s . " LY
/ - . T
L% * ~. "5 -
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VIRGINIA Appomattox NHP _ Appomattox PRS- 4
L . Booker T. Washington NM' . Bedford N 218
., . fredericksbur ‘NMP - . Carroll, Orange, Stafford 3,649
v . Richmond NBP Hanover, Henrico, Chesterfield 742
N : . Petersburg NB Dinwiddie 1,522
i L, Manassas NBP |, { . - Prnnce William 2771
. O . ~ Jamestown NHS .
” - Cumnberland Gap . lee . , . 7478
) " Blue Ridge Pkwy. ' ” 28,123
L S Shenafidoah NP~ - 193353%
: Prince Wll!lam Forest Pk ' Stafford, Prince William . 17,3336‘
. . T OTA,L " . q 255419
g . ,,GRAND TOTAL " ¢ : 653211
w N - . _
Sciusce: inventory Report on Beal Property Owned by the Umwd States Throughout the World as of ,iune 30, 1972,
. ‘ General Services Admanistration, Washingion, O°C, 7 2,
. NMP = National Military Park = » -
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